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Abstract 
Years of research conducted into organizational politics has resulted in an expanded 
understanding of what politics “do” through the investigation of antecedents and 
outcomes (Lepisto & Pratt, 2012).  The literature is somewhat deficient, however, in 
explaining and measuring what politics “are”.  While there are numerous existing 
measures of organizational politics, the measurement and methodology in this area 
remains complex due to several issues.  The existing literature notes design and 
measurement (Ferris, Adams, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, & Ammeter, 2002; Nye & Witt, 
1993), definitional (Gunn & Chen, 2006; Lepisto & Pratt, 2012), and level of analysis 
(Dipboye & Foster, 2006; Fedor & Maslyn, 2002) issues.  This research expands the 
existing literature by identifying areas for improvement within the organizational politics 
field.  Through three studies new items were created and a combination of new and 
existing items were reviewed and narrowed to create a twenty-six-item, behaviorally 
based measure of organizational politics.  Analyses were conducted to establish and 
validate the factor structure of the new measure and nomological network relationships 
were reviewed.  Findings show the final measure relates to known correlates of 
organizational politics as expected, while also providing an opportunity to examine 
known relationships more broadly at the dimension level due to the expanded construct 
coverage.  
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Development and Validation of a Multidimensional Political Behavior Scale 
Politics exist, to varying degrees, in all organizations and throughout society 
(Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011).  Politics relate to power, authority, influence and many 
other components of organizational life (Tziner, Latham, Price, & Haccoun, 1996).  
Ferris, Russ, and Fandt (1989) pushed for research into organizational politics to proceed 
in three directions: (1) identification of antecedents to political behavior; (2) 
determination of consequences of political behavior; and (3) investigation of 
antecedents/outcomes of perceptions of organizational politics.  Research conducted in 
these areas has led to a greater understanding of politics and related variables; however, 
substantial gaps still exist.  Much of the existing research has focused on the areas 
outlined by Ferris et al. (1989), while limited research has investigated measurement 
issues that surround organizational politics. 
Organizational politics research has expanded in many ways, and yet has been 
hindered due to definitional issues (Gunn & Chen, 2006), design and measurement issues 
(Ferris, Adams, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, & Ammeter, 2002), and level of analysis 
concerns (Dipboye & Foster, 2002).  These considerations leave the topic open to the 
researcher’s interpretation in many ways, leading to concerns about the comparability 
between studies and limiting the advancement of the literature.   
Existing measures of politics may be deficient in their ability to measure the full 
range of political behaviors that can be experienced.  It is important to create a measure 
capable of capturing the full range of political behaviors in order to investigate fully the 
issues surrounding organizational politics.  The purpose of this study is to create a 
comprehensive measure of organizational politics.  As part of this process, existing 
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definitions and scales will be reviewed to identify key areas for improvement and to 
determine an encompassing explanation of the construct.  This definition will guide the 
development of a framework for organizational politics.  Finally, a new measure will be 
created and cross-validated to ensure the new measure captures the intended construct.  
Organizational Politics 
Burns (1961) provided one of the earliest discussions of organizational politics.  
The researcher argued that organizations are made up of social systems where employees 
are in competition for resources, rewards, and advancement.  Burns (1961) also noted that 
in order for individuals to compete effectively, they frequently use others to achieve their 
objectives, or use uncommon methods to gain outcomes viewed as unattainable via 
individual effort or legitimate means.  This early description of organizational politics 
opened the door for the voluminous research in this area that has been conducted in the 
last 50 years.  
Politics in organizational settings are closely related to two separate fields of 
study, power and perceived inequity.  Within an organization, it is somewhat necessary 
for individuals to have differing levels of power.  Assigned roles, tenure, and even 
individual actions (French & Raven, 1959) all contribute to the amount of power an 
individual holds in an organization and the amount of power others perceive the 
individual to have, with the two levels often differing.  Because of actual or perceived 
power differences, individuals within an organization may seek to control resources such 
as information in an effort to shift the power balance (Emerson, 1962).  Individuals 
frequently seek to influence decisions (Prasad, 1993) and engage in impression 
management, ingratiation, and coalition building to protect their own interests (Poon, 
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2003).  These and other similar actions contribute to the political environment in an 
organization. 
Due to the importance of organizational politics in the workplace, much research 
has been conducted into the topic (Poon, 2003).  Ferris, Russ, and Fandt (1989) presented 
one of the earliest models demonstrating expected antecedents, correlates, and outcomes 
of organizational politics.  This model offered a framework that has been built upon and 
modified throughout the years.  Ferris et al. (1989) suggested researchers focus on 
conditions under which politics will increase, behaviors that are exhibited in political 
settings, and outcomes related to increased politics.  Through this focus we now have a 
better understanding of the organizational politics construct.  However, there is still much 
to be addressed in regard to the need for standardization in definition and measurement of 
politics.  
Definitions of Organizational Politics 
As research into organizational politics spans not only the organizational sciences 
literature, but also can be found in much research across disciplines, it is not surprising 
that numerous definitions exist (Buchanan, 2008).  Some definitions are quite narrow 
while others are broad and leave much up for interpretation.  Many of the most common 
definitions include portions noting the number of parties involved, descriptions of the 
actions classified as political, and guidelines for the outcomes sought. 
Bacharach and Lawler (1998) noted the existing politics framework is 
fragmented, despite the number of broad theoretical frameworks (e.g., Ferris, Russ, & 
Fandt, 1989; Pfeffer, 1981).  The researchers argued that each framework has approached 
organizational politics from the researchers’ own perspectives without regard for existing 
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ideas (Bacharach & Lawler, 1998).  The lack of dialogue across perspectives has 
contributed to the lack of cohesiveness and minimal cumulative theory within the 
organizational politics literature (Bacharach & Lawler, 1998). 
In 1990, Drory and Romm published an article summarizing the existing 
definitions of organizational politics, at that time the researchers noted that the existing 
literature revealed a lack of agreement on the basic definition of politics.  Each definition 
emphasized different content elements and no single definition captured the complexity 
of the topic.  Some definitions explained politics as an influence process exercised in 
work settings (Cropanzano, Howes, Gandey, & Toth, 1997).  This view can include a 
broad set of social behaviors that act as an influential tool to be used in the basic 
functioning of an organization (Pfeffer, 1981).  Because of the broad range of included 
behaviors, these definitions allow politics to be functional or dysfunctional depending on 
the circumstances (Cropanzano et al., 1997).  Other definitions provide a more narrow 
view of the construct.  In these definitions, politics are limited to behaviors maximizing 
short-term or long-term self-interest (e.g., Ferris et al., 1989).   
Drory and Romm (1990) differentiated organizational politics definitions by both 
level of analysis (individual, subgroup, and organizational) and category (outcomes, 
means, and situational characteristics).  The ‘outcomes’ category includes components of 
a definition describing the purpose, or attributed motives, of the behavior.  This can 
include whether the behaviors are classified as self-serving, against the organization, 
related to resource distribution, or power attainment.  ‘Means’ refers to how the 
definitions describe organizational behaviors.  Drory and Romm (1990) highlighted 
means such as influence, power tactics, informal behavior, and concealing motives.  
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Finally, the ‘situational characteristics’ category highlights the context described in 
existing definitions.  These contexts include situations high in conflict as well as those 
with much uncertainty in decision-making (Drory & Romm, 1990).  The researchers 
concluded that future research should determine which behaviors are the most critical 
components of organizational politics while also considering whether existing definitions 
are describing the full range of political behavior. 
Following the Drory and Romm (1990) study even more definitions of 
organizational politics and political behavior have been offered.  While these new 
definitions may add to our understanding of organizational politics, they may also suffer 
from the same deficiencies as existing definitions.  In an effort to better understand the 
similarities and differences in existing conceptualizations of politics several commonly 
cited definitions are offered for consideration in Table 1 and are further discussed 
throughout this section.   
Ferris and Hochwarter (2011) noted that from a research perspective, in order to 
develop a truly inclusive definition of organizational politics it requires the research and 
examination of myriad characteristics; their suggestions are contained in Table 2.  A 
single definition of organizational politics is important, as in order for research to truly 
progress we must have a shared understanding of the construct.  Without a shared 
understanding, researchers will continue to encounter difficulty when trying to make 
comparisons across studies.  In an effort to move toward a shared understanding of 
organizational politics, Lepisto and Pratt (2012) highlighted five clusters of 
characteristics they regarded as necessary and sufficient in defining the topic.  The 
researchers noted that while other definitions may contain differing elements, these five 
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represent characteristics that separate politics from other similar or related constructs.  
Each of the five characteristic clusters will be addressed.  
The first defining characteristic concerns those who enact politics.  In order for 
politics to occur, they must be enacted by an individual, a group, or a larger set of 
individuals such as an organization (Lepisto & Pratt, 2012).  While many definitions of 
organizational politics include terms such as this, others do not make it explicitly clear 
through whom the politics are enacted.  Kacmar and Baron (1999) provided a definition 
including this characteristic: “Individuals’ actions that are directed toward the goal of 
furthering their own self-interest without regard for the well-being of others or their 
organization” (p.4).  Whereas, Bacharach and Lawler (1980) do not make this component 
clear when they define politics as: “The tactical use of power to retain or obtain control of 
real or symbolic resources” (p. 1).  It seems obvious that in order for politics to occur 
someone must act in a political manner, however, it is important that definitions are clear.  
For the sake of this study, I propose that politics can be enacted by any individual, group, 
or collective entity.  Including all three levels allows for the potential to later delineate 
between the three and potentially discover if differences exist when politics are used at 
the individual versus group versus organizational level.    
The second component presented by Lepisto and Pratt (2012) is the direction of 
the behavior.  To be clearer, the researchers identified self-interest and goal direction as 
two key components of organizational politics.  Some existing definitions either directly 
or indirectly state that self-interest is a component of organizational politics.  Ferris et al. 
(1989) defined politics as a “Social influence process in which behavior is strategically 
designed to maximize short-term or long-term self-interest, which is either consistent 
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with or at the expense of others’ interests” (p. 145).  Lepisto and Pratt (2012) made the 
argument that self-interest does not need to be mutually exclusive from other or 
organizational interests.  Ferris and Hochwarter (2011) noted that an individual can act in 
a political manner in order to promote the interests of the organization.  Similarly, 
individuals can act politically to obtain benefits for a subgroup within the organization 
such as a department or team.  Many existing definitions already highlight the potential 
for acting in the interest of a group or larger entity when acting politically (e.g., Dean & 
Sharfman, 1996; Kacmar & Baron, 1999; Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann, & Birjulin, 
1999), however, the potential for self-interest and group/other interests to align is not 
directly discussed.  As pointed out by Lepisto and Pratt (2012) it is likely when one is 
acting with the intent to aid a group or larger collective, these actions will also directly or 
indirectly benefit the actor.  It is difficult to conceive of a situation in which one is acting 
politically in a truly altruistic manner. 
 In noting the goal directed nature of the construct, we are recognizing that 
without some motive or preferred outcome it is unlikely that politics or political behavior 
would exist.  It is not important to highlight what this desired outcome may be, as they 
may be as highly specific as the individuals pursuing them.  Goals may range from 
obtaining resources for self/others to influencing decision making, the importance of this 
component of defining organizational politics lies in realizing that some outside goal 
exists which is driving the actions taken when acting politically (Lepisto & Pratt, 2012).  
Without this driving force politics would not occur.  
Many existing definitions of organizational politics also note the third component 
of Lepisto and Pratt’s (2012) breakdown of the construct, power and social influence 
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actions.  Pfeffer (1981) defined politics as: “Activities taken within organizations to 
acquire, develop, and use power and other resources to obtain one’s preferred outcomes 
in a situation in which there is uncertainty or dissensus about choices” (p. 7).  This 
definition refers directly to acquiring and developing power.  While it may not seem 
necessary for all organizational politics to lead to acquiring power, it is likely that politics 
will lead to influencing others.  French and Raven (1959) classified the ability to 
influence others as a base for social power and thus this component of politics does seem 
to follow.  When an individual acts politically, they are attempting to obtain their goal 
and this process will occur directly or indirectly through the influence of others.  It is also 
clear in this description that some form of action must occur.  It is important to note that 
while intent is not required, action or the perception of action in some form is necessary.  
In order for organizational politics to be present an individual must take some form of 
action or be perceived to have taken this action.   
Lepisto and Pratt (2012) also declared that politics are inherently a social process.  
In order for this phenomenon to occur, two or more actors must be involved.  This can 
occur in a variety of ways.  Directly, one individual may take action to influence another 
person or group in an attempt to obtain some goal.  Indirectly, an individual may take 
action to obtain a goal and an individual or group will be indirectly influenced.  Either 
example represents an occurrence of organizational politics, without the presence of two 
or more parties no influence or power shift can occur.  Lepisto and Pratt (2012) made the 
argument that for politics to truly occur three or more parties must be involved.  It is the 
researchers’ interpretation that without the involvement of a third party actions are likely 
only acts of influence and not political.  The researchers hold that the third party must be 
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present to witness the act as being political.  This distinction only stands if influence 
tactics are considered completely distinct from politics, and it is here that I disagree.  It is 
possible that in the case where only two parties are involved either or both parties 
participating in the exchange may view an action as political.  For example, in an 
interaction where a manager communicates a pay/bonus decision to an employee, 
regardless of the true reasons behind the decision and without the presence of a third 
party, the employee or the manager can view the decision as political.  While it is 
important to clarify that politics cannot occur with only a single party involved, to limit 
organizational politics to situations in which three or more parties are impacted seems 
unnecessary and may lead future researchers to maintain an overly restrictive view of 
politics. 
Finally, Lepisto and Pratt (2012) declared that organizational politics are, by 
definition, unsanctioned and outside of formal organizational policies.  This does not 
imply that one must be breaking an organizational policy or rule in order to be acting 
politically.  Instead this indicates that the actions cannot be something formally 
authorized by the organization.  If the actions of an individual or group of individuals are 
a result of an organization’s policy it becomes difficult to classify those as political, as 
they may not be the result of the individual(s) pursuit of a goal or attempt to influence 
others.  
While the argument made by Lepisto and Pratt (2012) is founded in strong 
reasoning, it does not acknowledge the political behaviors that occur when someone 
manipulates organizational policies or works within the nuances of the policies to obtain 
their desired means.  Several definitions (Mayes & Allen, 1977; Mintzberg, 1983; 
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Randall et al., 1999) explain organizational politics as unsanctioned; however, this may 
not fully encompass organizational politics.  Those who work within organizational 
policies, but manipulate the interpretation of these policies to suit their needs are still 
acting in a political manner.  Inconsistent enforcement of organizational policies can also 
be an example of politics that occur within the bounds of organizational rules and 
policies.  For example, the application of, or failure to apply, organizational policies in an 
effort to fulfill personal goals including favors, revenge, cronyism, and other reasons 
certainly qualifies as organizational politics.  It could be said that these examples, of 
working within the organizational policies to obtain a desired end state, represent an even 
stronger form of politics in that these behaviors may be considered legitimate, and 
therefore do not reflect negatively on the actor, and yet the desired outcomes are still 
achieved.  To require all political behaviors be defined as unsanctioned or illegitimate is 
limiting and may cause researchers to miss-key political behaviors.    
The five components of organizational politics originally outlined by Lepisto and 
Pratt (2012) and discussed here allow for a more controlled understanding of what 
comprises organizational politics.  By following these standards when defining 
organizational politics in future research, we can ensure a more comprehensive 
investigation of the construct.  In summary the above dissection of Lepisto and Pratt’s 
(2012) frameworks leads to the following description of organizational politics: A social 
process occurring within an organization in which goal directed actions enacted by an 
individual, group, or collective entity with the intent of deriving benefit to the actor either 
directly, or indirectly through benefit to the group, are witnessed or perceived by one or 
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more observer.  These actions may occur through the manipulation or disregard of 
organizational policies.  
Antecedents 
 While there is considerable need for a standardized definition of organizational 
politics, much work has been conducted into understanding what influences political 
behavior and perceptions of organizational politics.  Antecedents to organizational 
politics can be broken into two differing types, individual characteristics and situational 
characteristics.  Individual characteristics include age, tenure, sex, race, and personality 
characteristics.  Situational characteristics include trust climate, centralization, 
formalization, job autonomy, resource scarcity, and many others.  Research has been 
conducted into many of these variables to better understand what contributes to political 
environments.  Some commonly researched antecedents are discussed in more detail 
below. 
Gender. Ferris et al. (1989) included gender as an antecedent of perceptions of 
politics.  Females have traditionally had to operate from disadvantaged or powerless 
positions within organizations (Drory, 1993).  Gandz and Murray (1980) found that 
individuals falling lower in the organizational hierarchy were more likely to perceive an 
organization as political.  Research investigating this antecedent has led to mixed results 
(e.g. Valle, 1995) with some not finding a significant correlation between gender and 
perceptions of politics.  This could be due to shared variance between antecedents under 
examination, or it could indicate that gender is only an antecedent to perceptions of 
politics when gender inequity has been highly activated.  
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Age. According to past research, the belief in a fair and just system of 
performance and rewards in organizations may be characteristic of younger individuals 
(Ferris et al., 1989).  Younger workers have less knowledge of how the organization 
works, and may therefore rely on their assumptions of how an organization works.  Valle 
(1995) failed to find a significant relationship between age and perception of politics.  In 
contrast, Treadway et al. (2005) found that older employees perceive more organizational 
politics, and that their perception of politics had a stronger negative effect on their job 
performance.  
Machiavellianism.  Machiavellianism is a personality type distinguished as an 
individual who views and manipulates others for his/her own purposes.  Biberman (1985) 
found Machiavellianism to be positively related to a measure of perceived organizational 
politics.  As individuals with a high Machiavellian personality tend to view situations in 
terms of how best to manipulate events, it is logical to assume that these individuals will 
be more likely to view situations as more political than individuals with low-
Machiavellian personality will because this most closely reflects their own methods.  
Trust Climate. Trust climate has been examined as an antecedent to 
organizational politics by Poon (2003).  Prior to the research conducted by Poon (2003) 
trust had received limited attention in organizational politics research despite theoretical 
connections and research highlighting important outcomes for organizations and 
employees (Kramer, 1999).  Das and Teng (2001) explained that trust is subjective and 
consists of positive expectations about another person’s goodwill in risky situations.  
According to their definition, trust can occur at individual, organizational, inter-
organizational, and even international levels (Das & Teng, 2001).  Positive trust climate 
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occurs in organizational settings when members hold positive expectations about the 
actions, intentions, and motives of other members, especially those they rely on (Kramer, 
1999).  When organizations maintain high trust climate, employees are less likely to 
engage in politics or perceive politics as a threat (Parker et al., 1995).  Employees in high 
trust climate organizations are more likely to share information, and less likely to use 
organizational resources irresponsibly (Kramer, 1999).   
Negative trust climate occurs when individuals within the organization are 
suspicious of the intentions, motives, and actions of others with whom they interact at 
work (Kramer, 1999).  Research conducted into cognitive consistency and attitude 
change (e.g. McGuire, 1960, and Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006) has noted people 
tend to perceive and interpret their environment in such a way as to reinforce their prior 
knowledge and beliefs.  Through this process it is logical that individuals who perceive 
high or low levels of trust in their organizational environment will attend to evidence in 
support of this and therefore are likely perceive their environment as less or more 
political as a result (Poon, 2003).  Poon (2003) found a negative relationship between 
trust climate and perceptions of politics (b = -0.53, p < 0.001). 
Scarcity of Resources.  When valued resources such as pay, raises, and 
advancement opportunities are scarce organizations experience higher levels of political 
activity (Bhatnagar, 1992).  In resource scarce environments there are destined to be 
winners and losers (Hall, Hochwarter, Ferris, & Bowen, 2004).  The scarcity of these 
resources may prompt employees to compete for or find other methods of obtaining the 
things they need.  Bhatnagar (1992) explained that the competition that arises from 
scarcity of resources can lead to increases in both actual and perceived politics.  
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Similarly, researchers have found career development opportunities (e.g. Parker, 
Dipboye, & Jackson, 1995) and opportunities for promotion (e.g. Ferris & Kacmar, 1992) 
are both negatively related to perceptions of politics and Poon (2003) found a positive 
relationship between scarcity of resources and perceptions of politics. 
Job Ambiguity.  In many jobs, there is a certain degree of uncertainty regarding 
responsibilities, expectations, and reporting structure.  The level of uncertainty one 
experiences in regard to their position is labeled as job ambiguity (Ferris, King, Judge, & 
Kacmar, 1991).  When individuals do not understand goals, performance criteria, and 
expectations, it becomes difficult for them to maintain their grasp on necessary resources 
(Poon, 2003), this circumstance then leads to organizational politics.  Job ambiguity also 
contributes to organizational politics in that when individuals lack information about their 
roles, they may seek to maintain balance via political routes.  Poon (2003) found a strong 
positive relationship between job ambiguity and perceptions of politics.  
Organizational Influences. Ferris et al. (1989) also identified several other 
organizational influences that can increase the perception of politics in an organization or 
organizational unit.  Among the factors identified by Ferris et al. (1989) are 
centralization, formalization, hierarchical level, and span of control.  Formalization, 
which exists when an environment includes many formal rules and procedures was 
identified as negatively associated with perceptions of politics.  When formalization is 
high perceptions of organizational politics should be lower than in situations where 
formalization is low.  Mintzberg (1979) found that political activity is weakest in 
formalized organizations.  However, the findings on this topic have been inconsistent. 
The distribution of power in organizations, centralization, was also identified by Ferris et 
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al. (1989) as an organizational influence which has been positively related to perceptions 
of politics.  In organizations where power and control are concentrated at the top of the 
organization (high centralization) individuals at lower levels have less direct control, 
which can lead to increased perceptions of politics (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988; 
Welsh & Slusher, 1986).  Ferris et al. (1989) suggested that more political behaviors 
would be exhibited at higher levels in the organization.  However, Gandz and Murray 
(1980) found that employees at lower levels in the organization actually perceive more 
politics, a finding potentially influenced by lower level employees’ decreased level of 
control.  Finally, Ferries et al. (1989) identified span of control as an organizational 
influence affecting perceptions of politics.  As the number of employees reporting to a 
supervisor increases, each employee may receive less individualized attention.  These 
circumstances can contribute to ambiguity and uncertainty in the work environment, 
which can lead to increased perceptions of politics (Ferris & Kacmar, 1992).      
Outcomes 
 The politics literature has also identified potential outcomes to political work 
environments.  Research examining potential individual reactions has allowed researchers 
and practitioners alike to further understand the impact of politics within the 
organization.  Existing research has provided evidence for the negative relationships 
between perceptions of politics and several employee outcomes including organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction, the same research has found support for positive 
relationships between perceptions of politics and variables such as job anxiety (Ferris et 
al., 2002).  Ferris et al. (1989) classified potential responses to perceptions of politics into 
three categories: withdrawal from the organization, remain at the organization but avoid 
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politics, and remain at the organization and join the political environment.  As pointed 
out by Ferris and Kacmar (1992), these response categories show similarity to 
Hirschman’s (1970) exit, loyalty, and voice.   
Exit.  Past research suggests individuals who perceive high levels of 
organizational politics also experience disillusionment, which is likely to result in higher 
turnover intentions (Ferris et al., 1989).  For some individuals, the political work 
environment provides so much stress and/or negative feelings, that they would rather 
withdrawal physically or emotionally from the environment to avoid these political 
situations.  Existing tests of the relationship between perceptions of politics and turnover 
intentions have demonstrated a positive relationship between the two variables (Chang, 
Rosen, & Levy, 2009; Wayne & Green, 1993).   
Loyalty.  Individuals who respond to perceptions of politics by remaining at the 
organization, but trying to avoid political situations are often considered loyal or 
exhibiting high levels of commitment.  Commitment can be described as an individual’s 
level of attachment to an organization, displayed by his or her willingness to exert effort 
on behalf of the organization (Hochwarter, Perrewe, Ferris, & Guercio, 1999; Porter, 
Steers, Mowday, & Bouillon, 1974).  Affective commitment involves the level of 
emotional ties or bonds an individual feels to an organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990).  
Research has found that individuals form these emotional ties with organizations that are 
less political, because such organizations are most likely to meet their long term needs 
(Randall et al., 1999).  Randall et al. (1999) hypothesized and supported a negative 
relationship between perceptions of politics and affective commitment.  Normative 
commitment entails an individual’s feelings of responsibility toward the organization 
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(Allen & Meyer, 1990).  Some individuals may stay with an organization because they 
feel it is the ‘right’ or ‘moral’ thing to do (Weiner, 1982).  The feelings of responsibility 
an individual has to the organization may stem from a variety of areas, for example, if the 
organization paid for the individual to obtain a degree or license, the individual may 
experience higher levels of normative commitment.  Existing studies have also supported 
a negative relationship between perceptions of politics and overall organizational 
commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990). 
Voice.  The third category of responses identified by Ferris et al. (1989) includes 
those individuals who stay with a perceived political organization, and in some way 
either actively pursue change or potentially involve themselves in the political arena.  
Traditionally voice responses have been classified as either positive or negative 
(Hirschman, 1970).  Individuals who respond to perceptions of politics with positive 
voice behaviors are thought to do so in an attempt to improve their circumstances.  Many 
voice responses can also be classified as contextual performance behaviors (i.e., 
suggesting organizational improvements, making constructive suggestions, suggesting 
ideas about how others should proceed, and persuading others to accept ideas and actions; 
LePine & Van Dyne, 2001).  The connection of contextual performance and voice 
provides an opportunity to examine this variable as an outcome of perceptions of politics.  
Previous research has demonstrated that perceptions of politics and contextual 
performance/organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) are negatively related (Bryne, 
2005).  Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann, and Birjulin (1999) found that individuals 
perceiving higher levels of politics contribute less to the organization due to their 
assessment of the outcomes of such behavior as risky.   
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Voice reactions do not all fall under the classification of contextual performance.  
Individuals who perceive their work environment as political may also stick around but 
may attempt to change the political environment in a more negative way (Hirschman, 
1970).  Negative voice responses primarily include complaining about the situation but 
not actively participating in bringing about change (Hirschman, 1970).  Individuals who 
experience increased perceptions of organizational politics have been shown to respond 
with increased negative voice responses (Roberts, 2004). 
Neglect. Vigoda (2000) researched an additional, later addition to the Hirschman 
(1970) model made by Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, and Mainous (1988).  Rusbult et al. 
(1988) proposed that an additional response individuals can display consists of neglectful 
behaviors.  Vigoda (2000) found a strong positive relationship between perceptions of 
politics and neglect.  He suggested that negligent behavior serves as an alternative to exit 
for those individuals who wish to avoid politics, but do not have other options or will not 
leave the organization.  Equity theory explains that individuals look at their world as a 
series of inputs and outcomes (Adams, 1963), they then compare their inputs and 
outcomes to those of comparison others.  If individuals perceive inequity, they will 
attempt to alter either their inputs or outcomes to make the situation more equitable.  In 
terms of perceptions of politics, if an individual perceives high levels of politics in an 
organization, this could lead them to conclude inequity exists.  To seek equity, the 
individual may begin mentally decreasing the “debts” owed to the organization, thus 
exhibiting reduced effort, lateness, absenteeism, using company time for personal 
business, or deliberately making errors in work.  Vigoda (2000) found a stronger positive 
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relationship between perceptions of politics and neglect than that found between 
perceptions of politics and exit.   
Existing Measures of Organizational Politics     
 As pointed out by Anderson (1994) many of the existing scales measuring 
organizational politics are deficient in a variety of ways.  Throughout the organizational 
politics literature, the use of a multitude of definitions and measures impedes 
interpretation across studies.  Many studies also do not include sufficient validity data for 
the scales used making it difficult to access the quality of the measures.  Some studies do 
not even disclose the items used in their measure, or utilize confounded measures with 
content crossing over to other constructs (Anderson, 1994).  It is important to discuss 
some of the most common scales used to measure organizational politics or perceptions 
of organizational politics, as well as some generic challenges that have been noted 
concerning the measurement of organizational politics.  Table 3 includes a breakdown of 
several common scales measuring organizational politics or components of 
organizational politics. 
 The majority of politics research has utilized Kacmar and Ferris’ (1991) 15-item, 
multidimensional Perceptions of Organizational Politics (POPs) scale (Ferris & 
Hochwarter, 2011).  This scale is comprised of three subscales: (1) General Political 
Behavior, (2) Going Along to Get Ahead, and (3) Pay and Promotion Policies.  The scale 
was developed to provide a useful measure of politics perceptions and originally 
contained 31-items.  In initial development the scale included five subscales (1) go along 
to get ahead, (2) self-serving, (3) coworkers, (4) cliques, (5) pay and promotion.  After 
further testing the final scale was reduced to its current state.   
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Many studies have noted concerns with the POPs scale, including issues with 
dimensionality and construct validity (e.g., Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, & Toth, 1997; 
Nye & Witt, 1993).  The scale is often used as an overall measure of politics perceptions 
and is not broken into the three subscales.  When the subscales are used, there are 
difficulties obtaining a three factor solution (Nye & Witt, 1993).  Studies have reported 
issues with cross-loading items and only a unidimensional solution is supported.  It is 
possible that the construct is unidimensional; however, it is also possible that the items 
contained in the POPs scale are not covering all aspects of the construct.  It may be 
possible that the three subscales identified are only a subset of the true subscales within 
the construct, and more items could help capture more of the politics content domain.  
Additionally, if the measure is to be used as a measure of overall organizational politics, 
the higher-order factor structure should be examined.  This study will seek to develop a 
multidimensional measure of political behavior which fully covers the construct, 
additionally through validation and cross-validation studies the higher-order factor 
structure of overall political behavior will be examined to determine its appropriateness.  
Miller, Byrne, Rutherford, and Hansen (2009) also noted issues with the 
reliability of the POPs scale.  The researchers noted that aspects of the scale (number of 
items used and mean of the scale) and of the sample (mean age of sample) can have an 
impact on the reliability and construct validity of the scale.  These findings are somewhat 
concerning as they point to the possibility of different findings across studies not due to 
the intended manipulations/measurements.   
 Another concern with the popular POPs scale can be seen in the “General 
Political Behavior” factor.  This factor contains only two items and as such should be 
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carefully considered.  Raubenheimer (2004) explained that the number of items per factor 
can be crucial to scale reliability and validity.  When measuring a construct using a scale 
with multiple factors, a two-item factor should be used only in exceptional cases 
(Raubenheimer, 2004).  The researcher instead noted that factors of three or more items 
should be used in order for all subscales to be successfully identified.  Factors containing 
more items per factor are more easily replicated (Little, Lindenberger & Nesselroade, 
1999; Velicer & Fava, 1998).  It is recommended that additional items be generated 
during scale development in order to insure a three-item minimum per factor 
(Raubenheimer, 2004).  Kacmar and Ferris’ (1991) scale continues to see high levels of 
use despite the potential reliability/validity issues associated with two-item factors.  As 
discussed, it is possible this issue has not been a concern for many researchers as the 
scale is frequently used in a unidimensional format and not reported by factor.  
Regardless, it is important to insure that all factors of the organizational politics construct 
are being fully measured.  It is possible that items contained in the “General Political 
Behavior” factor represent only a small portion of the span of this factor.  It is also 
possible that the “General Political Behavior” factor represents previously unmeasured 
factors that can be discovered only through the examination of additional items.  This 
study will use a multi-step process to allow for the generation of many items which will 
then be appropriately narrowed to ensure full construct coverage with sufficient items in 
each subscale. 
Tziner et al. (1996) developed a 25-item scoring instrument to measure 
perceptions of the extent to which performance appraisals are impacted by politics.  This 
scale added an important component to organizational politics literature as it had 
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previously been minimally studied in the context of performance management.  
Performance appraisals are often linked to pay and promotion decisions within an 
organization.  By measuring the extent to which politics are perceived in performance 
appraisal processes researchers can expand their knowledge of the full impact of these 
perceptions.  Sample items from this instrument include “Supervisors’ performance 
ratings reflect in part their personal liking or disliking of the employees” and 
“Supervisors give performance ratings that will make them look good to their superiors.”  
Items were generated using researchers’ personal conceptualizations, statements and 
suggestions from the literature, empirical research relating to both politics and 
performance appraisals, and observations from consulting experience.  Validation and 
cross validation procedures were used to test the items.  This scale offers some, but not 
complete overlap with Kacmar and Ferris (1991) POPs scale.   
The Dysfunctional Office and Organizational Politics (DOOP) scale was created 
with the intention of presenting a reproducible organizational politics scale with adequate 
levels of reliability and validity that are freely disclosed (Anderson, 1994).  As implied 
by the name, the items contained in the DOOP questionnaires focus on negative events 
associated with politics.  Both a 21-item scale developed for use in practice, and a 10-
item short form for use in research were created.  In contrast to other measures of 
organizational politics this scale requires respondents to respond with the frequency with 
which events occurred.  This behavioral frequency scale differs from the more common 
POPs scale that is completed where participants are asked to indicate their level of 
agreement with statements.  A sample item from the DOOP scale is “Information about 
what was going on at work was withheld from a person or group.” The benefit of a scale 
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using behavior frequency counts to measure politics is in the avoidance of perceptions.  
The common use of perceptions in politics research stems from the idea that many acts of 
politics are open to the interpretation of the observer, however, scales measuring more 
concrete behaviors lend a different perspective of the topic and an opportunity to remove 
some subjectivity.  In the development of a multidimensional political behavior scale, this 
study will use a behavior frequency response format in an effort to remove some 
subjectivity from individual recall of politics.  
Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer, and Bettenhausen (2008) developed the Perceptions of 
Positive and Negative Politics (PPNP) scale to address a critical gap in politics research.  
As highlighted by Ferris et al. (2002), the potential for a more positive side of politics has 
been under researched.  Fedor et al. (2008) sought to extend the research domain through 
examination of individual perceptions of positive politics and political behaviors with 
beneficial outcomes.  Through this research the PPNP scale, a 20 item measure of multi-
level (individual, group, and organizational) positive and negative perceptions of politics 
outcomes, was developed.  Despite the impact this research has on the overall 
understanding of organizational politics, the measure still exhibits similar weaknesses to 
other existing measures.  Primarily, this measure represents another instance of capturing 
general perceptions as opposed to looking at specific behaviors which can be measured 
using behavioral frequency.   
McFarland, Van Iddekinge, and Ployhart (2012) explained the importance of 
choosing an appropriate measure when studying organizational politics in order to ensure 
the true relationships of interest are revealed and the research continues to advance.  Due 
to a combination of definitional (Gunn & Chen, 2006), design and measurement (Ferris et 
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al., 2002), and level of analysis issues (Dipboye & Foster, 2002) organizational politics 
research has struggled to show continued advancement and has received mixed results in 
some areas.  In order to fully understand these issues, some of the more specific problems 
are discussed here.  
The abundance of self-report measures used in studying organizational politics 
may be seen as a limitation.  Self-report measures are used to access both perceptions and 
behaviors and are the standard tool used in measuring the construct (McFarland et al., 
2012).  As previously discussed, Kacmar and Ferris’ (1991) POPs scale is the most 
commonly used scale in this area, and it also represents a self-report measure.  Such 
measures are frequently used as they are easy to administer via paper and pencil or 
online.  The scales often consist of a list of statements and respondents are instructed to 
rate their agreement with the statements, they respond to these statements using a Likert-
type response scale.  While self-report scales are common and allow for easier access to 
data, it is important to recognize the limitations of these scales as well.  Self-report scales 
may suffer from the respondent’s desire to complete them in a socially desirable manner, 
and respondents may also unintentionally withhold information if they do not remember 
it or have difficulty understanding the questions.  In contrast, self-report measures may 
also be considered a necessity in that they allow researchers to access behaviors, traits, or 
situations that are otherwise inaccessible by the research community.  As it would be 
nearly impossible to assess organizational politics without the use of self-report 
measures, researchers must find ways to improve the validity of such measures.  In order 
to avoid some of the problems associated with self-report scales, but still utilize this 
necessary tool in research, it is important that scales be developed to cover the full range 
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of included behaviors, that wording be made non-controversial to the extent possible, and 
that recommended research standards be upheld in order to avoid social desirability 
(McFarland et al., 2012).  Additionally, the use of statements describing specific 
behaviors, which are rated on frequency of occurrence, can help to reduce these concerns.  
Scales such as the POPs scale (Kacmar & Ferris, 1991) rely on broad, evaluative 
statements along with the perceptions of the evaluator when completing, which can 
exacerbate the concerns related to self-report scales.  Specific behavioral statements and 
behavioral frequency ratings, along with other listed recommendations will be 
implemented in the development of this new measure.   
Another aspect of many existing scales is that they are retrospective in nature.  
Retrospective measures are those that ask participants to recall events they have 
witnessed, behaviors they have participated in, or feelings they have had in the past.  
These measures are often self-report, but can also take on other forms.  These measures 
are beneficial in the domain of organizational politics research as it is unlikely 
respondents are currently experiencing politics or acting in a political manner at the exact 
time they are asked about these scenarios.  By asking about past events researchers are 
able to collect information about a broader range of incidents over a longer period of 
time.  These types of measures are particularly useful when researchers would like to 
collect data at multiple points in time, but the nature of their study makes it impossible to 
do so.  Golden (1992) noted that due to human nature individuals asked to recall 
historical events are subject to oversimplifications, faulty attributions, lapses in memory 
and other problematic issues.  Fortunately, there are methods which can be employed to 
improve the validity of retrospective measures.  Suggestions include using free report, 
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where respondents are encouraged to admit when they do not remember, to increase the 
accuracy of data collected.  McFarland et al. (2012) also suggested collecting data from a 
variety of individuals when using retrospective measures and recording behavioral 
frequency as opposed to questions about more general opinions or beliefs.  This 
suggestion could be implemented by rating frequency of political behaviors wherein 
individuals report the number of times they have observed/participated in the listed 
event/action.  As noted by McFarland et al. (2012) this would remove some of the 
concerns incurred when asking individuals to respond based on their opinions and 
perceptions.  The scale developed in this study will use a behavioral frequency response 
format to alleviate some of the retrospective measure concerns.   
An area of organizational politics research that has been somewhat neglected is 
the examination of the full range of political behaviors.  Research tends to view political 
behaviors and perceptions in a negative manner (Fedor & Maslyn, 2002).  This is likely 
influenced by the common inference that political behavior is dysfunctional and has a 
disruptive influence in the workplace.  Organizational politics literature perpetuates the 
idea that organizations would be better served if all decisions and actions were 
transparent and “above board”.  In actuality, the construct may be experiencing only 
partial coverage due to the focus on only the negative aspects of politics, and the often 
extreme negative wording of items in scales used to measure politics.  Priming effects 
(Vitale, Armenakis, & Field, 2008) from the common negative wording of items likely 
contribute to the documented negative correlates (e.g., Chang et al., 2009) and lack of 
more positive outcomes.  As noted by Ferris and Hochwarter (2011), failing to agree with 
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negatively worded survey items indicates an absence of “bad politics” but does not 
necessarily verify a “good” political environment. 
Researchers investigating conflict in organizations have determined that some 
level of conflict is important for organizations and assists employees in facing changing 
environments (Amason, 1996).  Fedor and Maslyn (2002) explained that a similar 
realization is necessary in the realm of political behavior.  Following this realization, it is 
imperative that scales be created that can access the full range of political behavior.  The 
full range of behaviors from negative to positive must be recognized in both the 
definition and measure used to access organizational politics.  Sample items suggested by 
Fedor and Maslyn (2002) include “To get my job done, I sometimes needed to bend the 
rules” and “What some people do that looks, on the surface, to be self-serving, often ends 
up being for the benefit of others.”  The suggested scale items are noted to be a starting 
point for future development of a full range politics or positive politics scale.  In the 
development of the current scale careful review of items will include removing extreme 
negative wording and ensuring that both positive and negative political behaviors are 
captured. 
Influence Tactics 
Organizational politics and political behavior are sometimes defined as, or linked 
to influence tactics (Drory & Romm, 1990).  Specifically, Valle and Perrewe (2000) 
noted that influence tactics which are used to advance one’s goals and/or promote 
individual interests within an organizational setting may be perceived as office politics.  
Kipnis, Schmidt, and Wilkinson (1980) provided a breakdown of influence tactics, and 
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understanding the various types of influence tactics can help in better understanding their 
relationship with politics.  
Kipnis et al. (1980) found eight factors in their measure of influence tactics.  First, 
they identified assertiveness, a factor characterized by the actor’s use of demands, high-
levels of emotions such as anger, and confrontation.  In an organizational setting, this 
tactic could be more direct than other behaviors commonly characterized as 
organizational politics, however, as an attempt to gain resources these actions could be 
effective.   
Ingratiation tactics were also identified in the Kipnis et al. (1980) measure.  This 
set of influence tactics includes making others feel important, positively influencing 
opinions about the actor, offering praise or sympathy, and acting “helpless”.  Kacmar and 
Ferris (1991) similarly described many of these behaviors in the “Go Along to Get 
Ahead” dimension of their perceptions of organizational politics scale.  As such, there is 
a clear link between ingratiation and perception of politics.   
Rational persuasion is another group of influence tactics identified by Kipnis et 
al. (1980).  Here the researchers included justification of ideas, logic, and demonstration 
of competence as examples of rational persuasion.  This type of influence tactic is more 
difficult to directly link to political behavior or organizational politics.  The legitimacy of 
the actions included in this grouping makes it difficult to explain the behaviors as 
political actions; however, the intent of the actor as well as the perceptions of other 
organizational members could potential change the evaluation of the behaviors to one of 
a political nature.  
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Sanctions were described as prevention of pay/promotion and threats against job 
security or performance ratings (Kipnis et al., 1980).  Again, this type of influence tactic 
has clear alignment with existing popular measures of organizational politics.  In Kacmar 
and Ferris’ (1991) POPs scale the researchers identified the “Pay and Promotion” 
dimension which includes the same behaviors identified as “Sanctions” by Kipnis et al. 
(1980).   
In another dimension highlighted by Kipnis et al. (1980), exchange, behaviors 
such as reminding other individuals of past favors, offering trades in exchange for desired 
behaviors/outcomes, and doing personal favors are included.  In an effort to obtain 
desired outcomes, it is possible that an employee could use one or more of these 
behaviors in a political fashion.  Similarly, it is also possible that these behaviors might 
be seen as political regardless of the actor’s intent.   
Upward appeals, or actions including making formal appeals to supervisors, or 
filing a report about someone else with a supervisor are another dimension of Kipnis et 
al.’s (1980) measure of influence tactics.  These behaviors may align with organizational 
politics as a manipulative use of one’s connections.  Although not extensively covered in 
current measures of politics, upward appeal represents an area for further exploration in 
the organizational politics field.   
Influence tactics can also include behaviors categorized by Kipnis et al. (1980) as 
blocking.  Here, the actor threatens stops or slowdowns in work or productivity, or 
ignores the other person in an attempt to influence outcomes.  Again, these behaviors 
have not been thoroughly examined as potential contributors to organizational politics 
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within existing measures, however, they likely offer more examples of political behaviors 
or actions which can be perceived as political. 
Finally, Kipnis et al. (1980) discussed coalition formation.  This influence tactic 
includes forming a group to back the action, or obtaining support of subordinates to 
advance the actor’s goals.  Behaviors such as these could easily be interpreted as 
political, however, they are not included in many of the more common measures of 
organizational politics.  As such, further investigation is needed to explore how all of the 
influence tactic dimensions identified by Kipnis et al. (1980) relate to, or are 
encompassed within organizational politics, when the full spectrum of politics is 
explored.   
Political Behavior 
Organizational politics research has taken three primary directions, and can be 
broken into these constructs: political behavior, politics perceptions, and political skill 
(Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011).  Ferris et al. (1989) noted that if any individual perceives a 
situation as political that is what influences outcomes.  Other research has shown people 
do respond on the basis of their perceptions of reality, not necessarily objective reality 
(Lewin, 1936).  Much of the organizational politics literature has followed this 
assumption and measured political environments with perception related scales.  
Logically, it does follow that with limited information regarding reasons behind the 
behaviors of others, individuals will do their best to interpret and understand the cause of 
these behaviors (Valle, 1997).  Because an individual’s perceptions can affect their 
ultimate actions and goals, it is understandable why researchers continue to investigate 
what influences these perceptions.   
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Researchers have offered very limited research examining antecedents of political 
behavior.  Existing political behavior studies have primarily examined these behaviors as 
either a moderator acting on the relationships between perceptions of politics and 
outcomes (Harrell-Cook, Ferris, & Dulebohn, 1999; Valle & Perrewé, 2000), a mediator 
of these relationships (Ferris et al., 2000), or as an outcome of the politics perceptions 
(e.g., Fandt & Ferris, 1990; Valle, 1997).  As outlined previously, numerous antecedents 
to perceptions of politics have been investigated (organizational influences, job/work 
influences, and personal influences), it is possible that political behavior is affected by 
similar antecedents, however, more research is needed to investigate these relationships.  
While perceptions of politics are important, Fedor and Maslyn (2002) noted the 
investigation of actual political behaviors has the potential to further increase our 
understanding of this topic.  Some research has investigated the relationship between 
perceptions of organizational politics and actual political behavior.  Ferris, Harrell-Cook, 
and Dulebohn (2000) found that individuals responded to perceptions of organizational 
politics by acting politically themselves.  This research neglects to uncover whether the 
perceptions of politics were originally stimulated by actual political behavior.  This is 
likely because the relationship between political behavior and perceptions has frequently 
been assumed (e.g., Ferris et al., 2000).  More recent research conducted by Hill, 
Thomas, and Meriac (2016) used an experimental design to directly establish the link 
between political behavior in the environment and perceptions of politics.  The 
researchers found that objective levels of politics as presented in video scenarios were 
closely related to respondents’ perceptions of politics, however political behavior and 
perceptions were distinct.  Existing research into normative social influence and social 
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information processing can help to understand this phenomenon (O’Reilly & Caldwell, 
2011).  It is highly possible the political situation in any given organization is cyclical 
with perceptions of politics resulting from and influencing actual political behavior.  It is 
also possible that because our perceptions are our reality it is not important to spend a 
great amount of time delineating the two.  Instead, we should focus on insuring we are 
representing the full range of “political” activities in the items used to measure the 
construct. 
Proposed Framework of New Scale 
Administrative Decisions. Administrative decisions are a constant and necessary 
need in every organization.  Decisions about pay, hiring, resource allocation and many 
other administrative situations, while necessary, also provide an opening for politics to 
influence organizational and individual outcomes.  Previous investigations of politics 
have been limited to administrative decisions dealing with pay and promotion policies 
(Ferris & Kacmar, 1991).  Here we consider not only the opportunity for politics in pay 
and promotion policies, but also in other administrative decisions.   
Ferris and Kacmar (1991) included pay and promotion policies as a dimension of 
the popular POPs scale.  Although organizations typically have standards and policies in 
place to determine how and when pay and promotion decisions are made, these decisions 
are frequently made with the consideration of components that are not included in the 
policies.  In nearly every existing measure of organizational politics, pay and promotion 
decisions are considered.  These decisions are also included in discussions of influence 
tactics within the “sanctions” dimension (Kipnis et al., 1980).  In efforts to influence 
others, individuals, specifically those with pay and promotion decision power, may use 
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this power or make threats to use this power (Kipnis et al., 1980).  When sanctions are 
used these behaviors may be classified or perceived as political.  As something that 
occurs in every organization and often with some degree of secrecy, pay and promotion 
decisions are a prime area for politics to be perceived.   
Kacmar and Carlson (1997) noted that organization decision makers may act 
politically when making pay and promotion decisions, and these actions may be 
conscious or non-conscious.  It is also possible that people within the organization will 
perceive pay and promotion decisions were made in a political manner despite whether 
this perception is true.  In either case, organizations with more ambiguous or secretive 
pay and promotion policies will likely be interpreted as political.  As these areas are so 
commonly linked to organizational politics it is important that they be included in any 
comprehensive measure of organizational politics.   
Perceptions of organizational politics arise from a perceiver’s interpretation of 
events or behaviors occurring in an organizational setting (Byrne, 2005), because politics 
relate to power, authority, and influence (Tziner et al., 1996) these perceptions can be 
influenced by any number of organizational policies or practices.  One area that has been 
overlooked in past research, but which may have a substantial effect on employees’ 
perceptions of politics is the organization’s hiring process.  The policies and practices 
surrounding who is hired into the organization could potentially have a strong effect on 
existing employees’ perception of organizational politics.  Practices such as nepotism and 
cronyism are generally associated with unfairness and unethical behavior (Bellow, 2003; 
Simon, Clark, & Tifft, 1966).  Allowing such actions to occur as part of the hiring 
process, or even the perception that this is the case due to a lack of an anti-
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nepotism/cronyism policy could also contribute to the perceptions of politics in an 
organization.  In creating a more robust measure of organizational politics, it is important 
to consider all organizational policies (or lack thereof) which may contribute to perceived 
politics in an organization or organizational unit.   
As pointed out by previous researchers when defining organizational politics (e.g. 
Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; Mayes & Allen, 1977; Pettigrew, 1973), the control and 
management of both actual and perceived resources is a strong component of 
organizational politics.  Administrative decisions regarding the allocation of resources are 
a daily necessity within organizations.  As noted by Bacharach and Lawler (1980), 
accessing and maintaining control over real and perceived resources serves as a source of 
power within organizations.  Individuals may perceive this control of resources as a 
contributing factor when accessing the political nature of their work environment.  The 
necessity of administrative decisions in an organization cannot be denied.  As evidenced 
above, pay, promotion, hiring/firing, and resource allocation decisions all serve as 
opportunities for political behaviors or perceived politics to occur.  As such, it is 
anticipated that these decisions will be a component of overall organizational politics. 
Hypothesis 1: Administrative decisions will emerge as a dimension of the  
organizational politics construct.  
Managing Conflict.  Behaviors associated with managing conflict are crucial to 
success in an organization.  Continuous change, along with the need to interact with other 
organizational members ensures the need for conflict management.  Ferris and Kacmar 
(1991) included a “Go Along to Get Ahead” dimension of organizational politics in their 
POPs scale.  This dimension encompassed both conflict and relationships with 
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supervisors within an organizational setting.  Drory and Romm (1990) noted the 
existence of conflict as a necessary component of organizational politics.  Kacmar and 
Carlson (1997) explained that both the act of engaging in conflict and the act of avoiding 
conflict can be interpreted as political behavior.  In order to classify a behavior as 
political, we then must rely on the perceived intention of the actor.   
 Go Along to Get Ahead also encompasses behaviors representative of 
relationships with supervisor.  Individuals who willingly participate in or passively accept 
plans made by a supervisor even when they disagree with those plans or feel they are a 
mistake are acting politically.  This represents a more specific form of conflict and is 
another important component when measuring organizational politics. 
 Research into conflict and conflict management has existed for more than fifty 
years.  Blake and Mouton (1964) were the first to classify five different styles for 
handling conflict.  This original work was later reinterpreted by Thomas (1976) and again 
by Rahim (1983).  Similar to the early conceptualizations, Rahim (1983) proposed the 
different styles for handling conflict can be differentiated on two dimensions: concern for 
self, and concern for others.  Concern for self explains the extent (high to low) to which a 
person strives to meet his own concern.  While concern for others outlines the degree 
(high to low) to which a person promotes the concerns/needs of others.  Through 
examining conflict on these two dimensions, the researcher proposed five styles of 
handling interpersonal conflict: Integrating, Obliging, Dominating, Avoiding, and 
Compromising.  
 In the current study, it is proposed that managing conflict will emerge as a 
dimension of the organizational politics construct.  In examining the five styles for 
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handling construct as outlined by Rahim (1983), it is clear that political behaviors 
captured in this dimension may be quite broad.  Individuals may manage conflict using a 
specific style of conflict management as a political move.  It is the intent of these 
behaviors that makes them political in nature.  As an example, and individual may choose 
to handle a conflict via compromising as they plan to make a different request or 
approach a more volatile topic with the other party in the near future.  Decisions 
regarding how and when to approach conflict are anticipated to be a dimension of 
organizational politics.     
Hypothesis 2: Behaviors associated with Managing Conflict will emerge as a 
dimension of the organizational politics construct.  
Decision Making.  A dimension of politics which has previously not been 
examined revolves around how decisions are made in an organization.  Past research has 
supported the idea that ambiguity at work contributes to increased perceptions of politics.  
In roles with high job ambiguity, employees may not feel that they have adequate 
information to successfully complete their jobs, and this may lead to increased 
perceptions of politics (Poon, 2003).  In organizations where employees are not involved 
in decision making or have little to no input in the decision making process, they may be 
more likely to interpret their work environment as political.  Similar to reactions to 
ambiguity in organizational settings, not having access to the circumstances surrounding 
decisions could lead individuals to draw their own conclusions and ultimately infer that 
politics are at play.   
 The behaviors of those hoping to influence organizational decisions may also be 
interpreted as political.  As reviewed by Kipnis et al. (1980), behaviors such as making 
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others feel important or good, offering praise, or waiting for a receptive mood 
(ingratiation) along with offering exchanges and reminding of past favors (exchange) can 
all be used to influence organizational decision making.  Dependent upon the 
circumstances surrounding these behaviors, others may perceive these efforts at influence 
as political.  Further research is needed to determine how decision making along with 
efforts to influence organizational decisions contribute to the political work environment 
as viewed by employees.  
Hypothesis 3: Decision making will emerge as a dimension of the organizational  
politics construct.   
Information Control. In organizational settings, information serves as a source 
of power and control (Vrendenburgh & Maurer, 1984).  The researchers suggested that 
leaders can gain power or attempt to prevent power exchange by holding on to 
information and releasing it at the appropriate time.  Those not in leadership positions can 
also benefit from information control by acting as gatekeepers, distributing information 
as they deem appropriate (Brass & Krackhardt, 2012).  The way in which information is 
shared or limited within an organization certainly has the potential to impact employees’ 
perceptions of politics.  
 Distortion of information or lies can be used as an attempt to influence others 
within the organization (Kipnis et al., 1980).  These efforts, classified as “blocking” 
represent control of information in a manner that is intended to shape the behavior or 
actions of others (Kipnis et al., 1980).  Efforts to influence others through control of 
information can be classified or perceived as political.  When these efforts are enacted by 
leaders within and organization and are perceived as “gatekeeping”, they have the 
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potential for even greater impact (Brass & Krackhardt, 2012).  When an organization or 
organizational group sees limited information sharing and increased “gatekeeping” this 
may be perceived as a political situation and should therefore be included in the 
definition and measurement of organizational politics. 
Hypothesis 4: Information Control will emerge as a dimension of the 
organizational politics construct.    
Leveraging Powerful Others.  In common discussions of the topic, 
organizational politics might be referenced as “it’s all about who you know”.  This 
common refrain stems from the idea that individuals connected to powerful others can 
use this social connection to their benefit in an organization.  Bacharach and Lawler 
(1998) referred to these connections as political alignments.  The researchers explained 
that individuals form coalitions and through these coalitions generate coordinated efforts 
that in turn influence organizational policies and practices.  Kipnis et al. (1980) included 
behaviors such as obtaining informal support of higher-ups and making formal appeals to 
upper level management (upward appeal) along with obtaining support of others in the 
organization (coalitions) in their discussion of influence tactics.    
It has been argued that any broad theory of organizational politics should be based 
on the analysis of power (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980).  In action, this means individuals 
within an organization will use power to promote their own or organizational interests 
(Bacharach & Lawler, 1998).  It can be argued, however, that an individual need not hold 
large amounts of power in order to promote their interests.  Instead, by forming social ties 
within an organization, individuals can leverage relationships with powerful others to 
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obtain their desired end.  This represents the dyadic form of politics through social 
connectedness.  
Researchers have also noted the impact of coalition formation as a political tool 
(Bacharach & Lawler, 1998).  While individuals may not possess the ability to move 
forward their agenda, groups of individuals with a common goal possess more power and 
the ability to further influence decision makers.  In situations where an individual is not 
able to influence outcomes they may choose to activate their social network in an attempt 
to form a group powerful enough to obtain the desired end.     
Ammeter et al. (2002) highlighted the absence of a political perspective in 
existing leadership literature.  The lack of this theory is also apparent in organizational 
politics research, where leadership has been considered only as a moderator of 
relationships involving perceptions of organizational politics (Rosen, Harris, & Kacmar, 
2011).  Researchers provide a solid argument for the positive aspects of political 
leadership behaviors such as acquiring needed resources and using influence tactics 
(Ammeter et al., 2002).  Political work environments may also include more negative 
leader behaviors.  Leader actions such as controlling information, inappropriately using 
ambiguity, and planned disorganization (Vrendenburgh & Maurer, 1984) can also 
contribute to organizational politics.  Whether the intent of these behaviors is to benefit 
self or to benefit specific others in the organization seems somewhat irrelevant in 
classifying them as political.  These actions serve as a method of manipulating the system 
in such a way as to obtain a desired organizational outcome and therefore add to the 
political work environment. 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  40 
Ammeter et al. (2002) were quick to dismiss reactive leader political behaviors 
from their conceptualization of political leadership.  The researchers noted that tactics 
such as disclaimers, excuses and apologies, buck-passing, playing dumb, etc. should not 
be considered as they are primarily self-serving.  In disagreement with their assessment, 
it seems highly important to maintain these aspects of the leadership component when 
considering organizational politics.  While it may be appropriate to state that “good” 
leaders do not act in primarily self-serving ways, it seems important to consider all 
manner of leaders to fully understand organizational politics.  It may even stand that 
highly political work environments experience a higher frequency of self-serving leaders 
than those with more altruistic leaders.  In this attempt to fully understand and measure 
organizational politics, it is important to include all behaviors that are political or that can 
be perceived as such in an organizational context.  
Leadership can also contribute to organizational politics through “hierarchical 
gatekeeping”.  This term implies that leaders, by their assigned role in the organizational 
structure, find themselves in a central role of the existing social network (Brass and 
Krackhardt, 2011).  This central role provides them with a level of power through their 
ability to control information, resources, and relationships in a variety of directions.  A 
manager for example may withhold resources from a group of subordinates in an attempt 
to influence their behavior or performance.  The same manager may also control the 
access his/her employees have to those with more power in the organization.  By acting 
as a “gatekeeper” for information, access, resources, etc. leaders can contribute to the 
political environment of an organization.     
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Hypothesis 5: Gaining power through leveraging others will emerge as a 
dimension of the organizational politics construct.  
Political Behavior Higher-Order Factor. Previous research conducted using 
various measures of organizational politics and perceptions of organizational politics has 
examined the construct as a single factor (e.g., Kacmar & Carlson, 1997; Nye & Witt, 
1993).  Despite the POPs scale (Kacmar & Ferris, 1991) having been originally presented 
as a multi-dimensional scale, it is almost exclusively used in research as a single-factor 
measure.  Considering the proposed factors of political behavior in this study 
(administrative decisions, managing conflict, decision making, information control, and 
leveraging powerful others) it is likely that a higher-order factor will exist.  Due to the 
interacting influences behind the behaviors observed in each of these factors, it is likely 
that relationships will exist between the first-order factors leading to a second-order or 
higher-order factor: Overall Political Behavior.   
Hypothesis 6: Overall Political Behavior will emerge as a higher-order factor.  
 For a graphical representation of the hypothesized factor structure of 
organizational politics see Figure 1.  
Study 1: Development of a Preliminary Item Pool 
In order to accurately measure organizational politics, it is necessary to create a 
scale that can cover the full range of political behaviors.  Current scales are limited by 
their focus on perceptions, extreme negative wording of items, and limitation to currently 
recognized facets.  A new scale starting with a clearly defined construct and situations 
collected from a large sample of employed individuals that has been carefully validated 
can provide the opportunity to improve research in this area.  
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Ferris and Hochwarter (2011) noted in the interest of research progress it is better 
to confine interest to readily observable features and behaviors.  Buchanan (2008) 
expressed, “From a constructivist perspective, the definitions and assessments that matter 
are those of organizational members” (p. 52).  While it is important that researchers fully 
investigate constructs in order to more accurately represent them, it is likely individuals 
who have experienced politics in the workplace can provide valuable current information 
concerning the construct.  In order to understand better organizational politics, 
researchers must begin with a clean slate and allow study participants to set direction and 
magnitude of the construct (Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011).  When conversation has been 
used in politics research to date it has resulted in thoughtful and informative 
developments (Buchanan & Badham, 1999). 
The purpose of this study is to utilize information collected via focus groups 
along with existing research examples to create items and ultimately a full scale more 
completely measuring behaviors that contribute to a political work environment.  This 
study will serve as an initial step in the investigation, creation, and validation of this new 
measure of organizational politics.  The ultimate goal is to provide a statistically sound, 
multi-dimensional measure of politics that can be used to further our understanding of 
politics in organizations.   
Phase 1: Item Generation 
Method 
Procedure 
 In order to develop a parsimonious scale that captures the full range of items 
characterizing the organizational politics construct, an initial large pool of items was 
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generated.  Little et al. (1999) recommended this over-sampling of the construct space in 
order to ensure coverage.  Although it is not possible to measure the complete domain, 
domain sampling theory indicates it is important to ensure the items selected adequately 
represent the construct (Ghiselli, Campbell, & Zedeck, 1981).  To accomplish this goal, 
both deductive and inductive approaches were used.  The deductive approach involved 
developing and compiling items from existing theory and research. Past research 
indicates this approach helps to ensure content validity in the final scale (Hinkin, 1998).  
The inductive approach included generating items by asking respondents to provide 
descriptions of their experience or perception, with the advantage being the opportunity 
to generate a large number of diverse items (Hinkin, 1998).  Both approaches were used 
in an attempt to fully sample the content domain.  Items developed in this portion of the 
overall study were later verified and sorter via a process of subject matter expert ratings, 
item and factor analysis.  
First, relevant items from existing scales have been captured.  Existing scales as 
reviewed for this study can contribute useful items to represent the construct domain.  
The goal of this study is to develop a scale which can more fully represent all aspects of 
political behavior in organizations.  While existing measures may lack this full 
representation, the items within these scales can still contribute to this effort.  Table 4 
contains items collected from existing scales which are anticipated to represent some of 
the construct domain.  Wording of these items was reviewed and updated as needed to 
ensure a fit to the structure and direction of the current measure.   
Items were also generated through multiple focus group sessions.  Focus groups 
were used due to their capability to add depth to findings and allow researchers to add 
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context to results (Corporate Leadership Council (CLC), 2010).  Focus groups began to 
become a popular method to gather information used in the construction of surveys or the 
piloting of ideas/items during the 1980s (Fern, 2001).  It was not until the late 1980s and 
early 1990s that social science researchers recognized focus groups as important data 
sources (Vaughn, Schumm, & Sinagub, 1996).  Focus groups are designed to gather 
information from “lay people” with a goal of investigating concerns, attitudes/beliefs, or 
experiences related to a selected topic (Barnett, 2002). 
Participants in each focus group were asked to contribute examples of various 
forms of organizational politics.  Trained research assistants utilized a script (Appendix 
A) which allowed the facilitator to move each focus group from general examples of 
organizational politics to more specific examples of each of the hypothesized dimensions 
of politics.  A progression from general questions to more specific inquiries allows the 
conversation to flow more organically and encourages participation (CLC, 2011).  In 
order to collect information from a diverse population multiple focus groups were 
conducted (CLC, 2010; Strauss & Corbin, 1990; 1998).  The proper number of 
participants for a successful focus group has not been agreed upon by researchers 
(Barnett, 2002).  Green and Hart (1999) recommend a group of 5 - 6 participants, Lindlof 
(1995) calls for larger groups of 6 - 12, while Brown (1999) recommended groups 
ranging from 4 to 12.  The Corporate Leadership Council (CLC, 2010) recommend fewer 
participants in each group in order to allow sufficient time for each participant’s 
responses.  In keeping with this recommendation and considering other researchers’ 
recommendations, focus group sign-ups were kept to a maximum of six participants per 
group.  Due to low participation rates within the university student population, most 
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focus groups were conducted as one on one interviews.  Each session was facilitated by a 
researcher, who focused on guiding participants through the focus group questions and 
probing for information as needed.  In order to ensure all relevant information was 
captured, sessions were audio recorded.  Participants were notified of the audio recording 
at the time of sign-up, verbally when they arrived, and as part of their informed consent.  
At the conclusion of each session, all participants were asked to complete a series of 
demographic questions (Appendix B).    
Research conducted by Longenecker, Sims, and Gioia (1987) demonstrated the 
value of interviews in obtaining a deep understanding of politics.  The researchers 
utilized in-depth structured interviews to examine the existence of politics in performance 
appraisal.  To capture additional valuable examples of political behavior structured 
interviews were conducted with employees at various organizations.  Interviews were 
designed to gain a further understanding of the construct.  The researcher utilized 
LinkedIn and communications to personal connections at various organizations to 
schedule one on one interviews.  Information collected via these interviews was captured 
and transcribed into behavioral statements which was then processed further in later 
studies.  
The addition of online data collection is beneficial not only in the ability to collect 
more responses from a diverse population, but also in the potential for more honest 
responding.  Despite the emphasis on confidentiality in the informed consent, 
individual’s participating in live sessions may not feel comfortable sharing their 
responses.  It was anticipated that those responding online would have less anxiety in 
regard to sharing their responses, and as such may have provided more honest responses.  
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Online data collection was used to collect responses from both a pool of participants 
accessed via Amazon M Turk and a group of participants accessed via a snowball sample 
using the researcher’s personal and professional network. 
Questions included in the focus group script were translated to the Qualtrics 
online survey platform.  This online version included open-ended response boxes, which 
allowed respondents to enter examples similar to those given by participants in the focus 
group sessions.  Amazon M Turk, similar to other online crowdsourcing platforms, 
allows a researcher to specify the demographic characteristics of research participants 
they are seeking and assists the researcher in connecting with qualified participants, with 
the researcher paying a fee for this service.  To ensure online respondents had adequate 
experience they also were required to have a minimum of two years cumulative work 
experience and be currently working full time.   
To facilitate the snowball sample, a link to the online study, along with details 
about participation (qualifications - 2 years full time experience, currently working full 
time & located in US, timeline, etc.) was sent to potential respondents in the researcher’s 
network.  In addition to a request for their participation, a request to forward the email to 
other potential respondents was included.  Separate online surveys were created for each 
source and all collected responses were labeled as either “Student Focus Groups”, 
“Interviews”, “MTurk”, or “Snowball Sample” so that the origin of each response could 
be tracked. 
Existing research conducted using focus groups indicates that it can be difficult to 
determine how many participants are needed, and some recommend continuing to 
conduct sessions until there is no new information being shared (Barnett, 2002).  In order 
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to ensure adequate responses were collected from both on campus focus group and online 
sources, responses were collected until consistent overlap in responses was observed.   
As previously stated, the primary goal of this research is to produce a scale 
measuring the full range of observable and perceived political actions in an organization, 
however, it is also highly important to push for parsimony.  Length of measure is a 
contributing factor to response biases caused by boredom and fatigue (Schmitt & Stults, 
1985).  Inadequate sampling can be a primary source of measurement error (Churchill, 
1979); therefore, researchers should strive for scales possessing simple structure 
(Thurstone, 1947).  Hinkin (1998) suggested approximately half of the items created in 
this type of process would be retained in the final version.  For this reason, a large initial 
item pool was generated.     
Participants 
 Seven focus group/interview participants were drawn from the psychology 
department human subject’s pool.  Ten interview participants were collected from various 
organizations/industries within the United States.  In order to collect responses from a 
more diverse population, online responses were also collected via Amazon Mechanical 
Turk (M Turk) from 100 participants.  Additional online responses were solicited from 
thirty-five employed individuals contacted through the researcher’s network using a 
snowball sampling technique. All participants were required to have a minimum of two 
years cumulative work experience and be currently working at least part time to ensure 
adequate organizational/work experience.    Respondents were also limited to individuals 
within the United States to limit cultural effects, which should be examined separately.   
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 Demographic information was evaluated for the full sample of participants from 
all sources.  The average age of participants was 38.60 years (range = 20 – 73, SD = 
10.54), and women made up 61.2% of the sample.  White/Caucasian participants 
represented the largest demographic (80.6%) followed by Black/African American (6%), 
Asian (5.2%), Hispanic/Latino (3.7%), American Indian/Alaskan Native (1.5%), and 
Other (1.5%).  The majority of participants (91.8%) were employed full-time with the 
remainder working at least part-time.   
Results 
 Through both the inductive and deductive approaches to item generation 156 
items were generated.  The researcher read each set of responses from all data collection 
sources and wrote behavioral statement items to represent the examples provided.  Using 
the data collected via focus groups, interviews, and online responses, 125 behavioral 
statements were generated.  The remaining thirty-one items were collected from existing 
scales based on their relevance to the current research.  Items collected from existing 
measures of organizational politics were re-written in order to match the behavioral 
statement format.  All items and their source are represented in Table 5. 
Due to the scripted nature of the focus groups and interviews, both general 
examples of political behavior and examples more specific to the hypothesized subscales 
were generated.  The determination of whether to include an item at this stage was 
influenced by relevance to existing theoretical frameworks and alignment to the 
definition of organizational politics as outlined in this study.  All behavioral statements 
written from the raw data were retained for further analysis as they were determined to be 
within the realm of reasonably possible actions occurring within an organization.  
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Examples provided by participants which were deemed to not relate to workplace settings 
or were in some other way not relevant to this study were not written into behavioral 
statements.  It is possible some of the generated items are not aligned with the proposed 
sub-dimensions as proposed by the researcher.  This was further investigated via the SME 
ratings and Study 2 data collection and will be discussed in turn.  
Phase 2: Item Review 
Method 
Procedure 
 Following the transcription from live focus groups, online data collections, and 
interviews, and the inclusion of theoretically related items from existing measures, all 
156 behavioral statements were subjected to further review and refinement.  The pool of 
created items were reviewed and rated by a group of subject matter experts (SMEs).  This 
process served as a check of content validity.  SMEs were asked to rate each item on the 
following criteria: (a) clarity, (b) degree to which the statement is relevant to a wide 
variety of occupations/organizations, and (c) the extent to which the item logically relates 
to organizational politics.  Judges rated these three criteria using a 7-point Likert-Type 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  Following the 
methodology used by Bennett and Robinson (2000), items receiving a mean score of 3.0 
or less on any of the rating dimensions were eliminated or edited for clarity.  The intent 
of this process was to increase content and face validity and determine if items will be 
interpreted as intended (Fletcher & Nusbaum, 2009).  The process resulted in a reduced 
number of items in the pool.  
Participants 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  50 
Subject matter experts (SMEs) were selected based on their familiarity with the 
existing research regarding organizational politics and/or their strong experience with 
scale development.  All SMEs were briefed concerning the process of these ratings and 
received training prior to making ratings.  A summary of round one SME training content 
can be viewed in Appendix D.  Four SMEs completed the rating process. All four raters 
were upper level graduate students who were familiar with both scale development and 
the organizational politics construct. 
Results 
 Ratings for clarity, relatedness, and relevance were averaged across the four SME 
raters.  When measuring the clarity of the 156 items the average rating was 6.20 (min = 
3.75, max = 7.00). Ratings of the item relatedness to the proposed definition of political 
behaviors led to an average rating of 6.06 (min = 3.50, max = 7.00) and ratings of 
relevancy across organizations led to an average rating of 6.11 (min = 4.50, max = 7.00).  
None of the items received ratings below the 3.00 recommended threshold across any of 
the three rating areas.  In order to adhere to the purpose of the first round of SME ratings 
all items receiving an overall score below 5.50 or a score on any of the three rating areas 
below this threshold were examined for potential editing or removal due to item 
similarity.   
Using this new threshold and review, five items were cut due to overall average 
SME ratings at or below the 5.50 threshold.  Items were also reviewed using a 
combination or ratings and content.  Seventeen items were determined to have very 
similar content to other items within the set.  In order to remove potential overlap and 
reduce overall number of items the item with the lower overall average SME rating was 
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removed in each instance.  In addition to quantitative ratings of clarity, relatedness, and 
relevancy, SMEs were asked to provide qualitative feedback where pertinent to help 
refine the overall scale.  Using open ended responses from SMEs an additional thirteen 
items were removed.  In many cases this feedback focused on the clarity of the items but 
also included thoughts around content overlap, relevancy across organizational settings, 
and wording of items.  Where possible, open ended commentary was used to edit items 
for inclusion in the next round of SME ratings.  Six items were edited based on feedback 
and retained for further analysis.  In total, thirty-five items were removed at this stage of 
analysis.  A summary of all items including reason for removal is included in Table 6. All 
remaining items, 121 total, were moved forward for additional analysis.   
Procedure 
 Through the second round of SME ratings, all items were subjected to assessment 
of their content validity.  This process allowed for the removal of items that appear to be 
inconsistent.  When developing psychological measures there is not a standard rule for 
quantitatively analyzing content validity, therefore, judgment must be exercised (Stone, 
1978).  Similar to MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter (1991), graduate students served as 
SMEs and were asked to review descriptions for each of the expected dimensions of the 
organizational politics construct.  A summary of SME training for round 2 ratings is 
provided in Appendix E.   
Following initial training, SMEs were then asked to match each item with its 
corresponding definition (Hinkin, 1998).  An “unclassified” category was also provided 
as an option for items that did not fit one of the anticipated dimensions (MacKenzie et al., 
1991).  An initial threshold of 75% agreement - the percentage of respondents who 
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similarly classify an item (Hinkin, 1998) – was used as an indicator for removal from 
further analysis.  Additional initial thresholds were set at agreement from 75% to 85% 
indicating a need for further review, and items with greater than 85% agreement being 
automatically retained for the next phase of analysis.  Per Hinkin’s (1998) 
recommendation, alternate forms were used, with items in varying order, to ensure strong 
results from the sorting process.   
Participants 
 Graduate students having completed at least the first three semesters of 
coursework were recruited to complete this portion of the study.  The coursework 
requirement ensured familiarity with organizational topics.  Five SMEs completed ratings 
for this portion of the study.   
Results 
 Each item was sorted into one of the five proposed sub-dimensions or the “Other” 
category by all raters.  The percentage of agreement across raters was calculated in order 
to determine which items should be retained and into which subdimension the item most 
closely fell. A summary of the percentage agreement, factor, and decision to retain or cut 
each item is included in Table 7.  Twenty-eight items were classified into the same 
subdimension by all raters giving them 100% agreement.  These items were 
automatically retained for further analysis.  An additional thirty-four items were 
classified with 80% agreement.  The content of these items was reviewed to ensure 
consistency with definition of the assigned subdimension.  All thirty-four items were 
retained and classified into the rater selected subdimension.   
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In a final review of the sixty-two items retained for further analysis it was noted 
that only two items were classified into the “Decision Making” subdimension.  Due to the 
theoretical relevance of this subdimension, and with the intent of ensuring strong content 
coverage the decision was made to review all items classified with 60% agreement to 
determine if additional items should be retained for further analysis.  Thirty-five items 
were rated with 60% agreement.  Each of these items was reviewed for content relevance 
and overlap with items previously retained within the classified subdimension.  Of the 
thirty-five items, sixteen were identified for retention.   
 Via the item review portion of the study, items were reduced to the final seventy-
eight which were included in Study 2.  Keeping in mind the goals of both parsimony and 
completeness, several items were kept to represent each subscale within the overall scale.  
Final item count by subdimension included eighteen items classified into Administrative 
Decisions, five items in Decision Making, twenty-two items included in Information 
Control, eighteen items in Leveraging Powerful Others, and fifteen items for Managing 
Conflict.  Adequate internal consistencies can be obtained with as few as three items per 
subscale (Cook, Hepworth, & Warr, 1981), and in order to minimize participant fatigue it 
would be unwise to seek more than five items per subscale (Hinkin, 1998).  With five 
hypothesized sub-dimensions it is anticipated that a final scale will consist of 15 to 25 
items.  The current seventy-eight items will be further reduced and analyzed for construct 
validity through the analysis in study 2.  
Study 2: Factor Structure & Reliability 
 Remaining items were subjected to both item and factor analysis to determine 
factor structure of the proposed scale and to reduce total number of items.  This portion 
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of the study allowed for the initial examination of construct validity (Cronbach & Meehl, 
1955) following the earlier examination of content validity.  By presenting the identified 
items to a sample representative of the total population of interest it was possible to 
examine how well the items confirmed expectations regarding the psychometric 
properties of the new measure (Hinkin, 1998).  Study 2 examined the factor structure of 
the proposed scale and allowed for further refinement of scale items and review of the 
proposed factor structure.  As previously outlined, the anticipated factor structure 
includes five first-order factors: Administrative Decisions, Conflict Avoidance, Decision 
Making, Information Control, and Leveraging Powerful Others and one higher-order 
factor: Overall Political Behavior.  This study allowed for the examination of this 
proposed factor structure.  Study 2 analysis was conducted with the understanding that 
the proposed factor structure could need revision to include additional or fewer 
dimensions.  Data were collected for both a core and hold-out sample with the intention 
of using the hold-out sample to verify the final factor structure regardless of whether edits 
were needed (DeVellis, 2012). 
Study 2 Method 
Participants   
 Participants were recruited via Amazon M Turk and were required to have a 
minimum of two years cumulative work experience, current full-time employment, and 
were required to live in the United States.  In order to examine the construct validity of 
this new measure, responses were collected from a large and diverse sample of 
respondents (Hinkin, 1998).  To accomplish this, a total of 640 participants were 
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recruited.  A number of data checks were conducted which resulted in the reduction of 
the initial participant count to those included in the final sample.   
First, participants who failed one or more of the two included attention check 
items were removed, this resulted in a reduction of forty-five participants.  Despite a 
participant pre-qualification stating a need to be employed, twenty-six participants 
reported being currently unemployed as part of the demographic questionnaire.  To 
remain consistent with specified data standards, all twenty-six participants were removed.  
Data were also screened for missingness and ten cases were removed due to missing data.   
Following these data checks, the remaining sample of 559 participants was split 
into a core and hold-out sample and all responses underwent data screening.  The core 
data set included 292 participants and the hold-out data set included 267 participants.  
Both samples underwent univariate data screening and no univariate outliers were 
identified.  Each data set then underwent multivariate data screening.  The data sets were 
screened for multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis distance in iterations removing one 
multivariate outlier at a time until none remained.  Analysis of the core data sample 
uncovered sixty multivariate outliers and analysis of the hold-out sample identified forty-
one multivariate outliers.  All analyses for this study were conducted with and without 
multivariate outliers and it was determined that the data functioned more appropriately 
with the removal of the multivariate outliers. Results reported for this study include all 
participants after removal of multivariate outliers leaving a final core sample size of 232 
and a final hold-out sample size of 226.   
The core sample was 52.2% female and 79.3% of the sampled population was 
employed full time with the remainder working at least part time.  Participants in the core 
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sample were predominantly White / Caucasian (73.3%), Hispanic / Latino (9.9%), Asian 
(6.5%), and Black / African American (6.0%).  The hold-out sample was comparable 
with 50.4% female participants and 79.6% of participants employed full time.  The hold-
out sample was also majority White / Caucasian (70.8%), with other racial demographics 
represented, Asian (9.3%), Black / African American (8.0%), and Hispanic / Latino 
(5.3%).  
When conducting factor analysis, large samples tend to produce more stable 
factor patterns than those emerging from smaller sample sizes (DeVellis, 2012).  In order 
to determine what constitutes an adequate sample size the total number of items to be 
factored as well as the anticipated number of factors must be considered (MacCallum, 
Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999).  Standard guidelines such as those provided by 
Comrey (1973, 1988) classify samples as follows: 100 - poor, 200 - fair, 300 - good, 500 
- very good, and 1000 - excellent.  Although these rules of thumb are simplistic, and the 
relationship of sample size to the validity of factor analytic structure is more complex, 
DeVellis (2012) expresses that they are likely robust enough for most situations.  In 
keeping with this guidance both core and hold-out sample sizes included a minimum of 
200 participants.   
Procedure 
 When determining scaling of items, it is highly important that the scales used 
generate variance among individuals responding, without this variance further statistical 
analysis is not possible (Stone, 1978).  Following recommendations from Hinkin (1998) 
as well as Lissitz and Green (1975) items were presented to participants via an online 
survey platform and participants were asked to respond to each item using a 5-point 
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scale.  All seventy-eight items identified through SME rating and analyses in Study 1 
were moved forward and presented to participants in Study 2.  Scale anchors were based 
on behavioral frequency with participants responding in regard to the frequency they 
have observed or participated in each behavior at their organization.  Responses ranged 
from 1 = Never to 5 = Always.  As demonstrated by Hinkin (1998), this data collection 
allows for the examination of how well the remaining items fit the expected psychometric 
properties for the scale. Demographic information was also collected from all participants 
using the items listed in Appendix B. 
Data Analytic Procedure 
 Data were analyzed using SPSS (IBM, 2015) and the statistical software package 
R (R Core Team, 2013).  Frequencies were run for each item to determine if respondents 
were using the full range of potential responses.  It is important to check for range 
restriction as this can be detrimental to other necessary analyses.  All items received 
responses across all anchors so no concerns were raised with either the core of hold-out 
samples.  
In order to reduce scale items and ensure only the most relevant items are 
included in the scale, item analysis were conducted.  Using the core sample, initial item-
total correlations were examined to determine if any items were inconsistent with the 
averaged behavior of the others.  All items were found to correlate with other items in the 
scale at least .20 or above and were retained for further analysis.  As an additional check 
of construct relevance all items should be rated as at least a “3” by more than 5% of the 
population (Curcio, Mak, & Knott, 2014).  All items were determined to meet this 
guideline and were all retained.  
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  58 
The goal of item reduction in an effort to establish a valid measure that is also 
short enough to be used in ongoing research was further supported through the use of 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  A CFA was conducted for each separate sub-
dimension and item loadings were considered.  In addition, Item Total Correlations and 
Alpha if Item Removed statistics were examined to reduce scale items.  A goal of 
retaining the best six items per sub-dimensions was set in an effort to create a final scale 
of thirty or less items.  In examining the item loadings, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) 
recommend .33 as a minimum cutoff for factor loadings.  All included items met the 
threshold so initial cuts were made through removing items which fell below a higher 
threshold of .60 factor loading.  The retained items and their factor loadings are included 
in Table 8.  In an effort to avoid extreme redundancy across items, those with correlations 
greater than .80 were examined and the item with the higher factor loading was retained.  
All sub-dimensions were narrowed to the six best items with the exception of Decision 
Making which only included five items.  For this subdimension four of the five items 
were retained at this step.     
Following item reduction, scale items were reviewed to ensure alignment with the 
assigned dimension.  After this close review it was determined that the items included in 
the originally proposed Managing Conflict dimension are more accurately classified as 
Power Inequalities.  While managing conflict is still a component of the dimension, this 
area of politics seems to fall within the larger scope of determining how to interact with 
others when there are differing levels of power involved.  The items include references to 
agreeing with those in power to avoid conflict, and deferring to the preferences of those 
in power to avoid negative personal consequences.  To accurately represent the scope of 
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this component of politics, the dimension will be named Power Inequalities from this 
point forward.  
 The final scale is anticipated to contain multiple factors and as such composite 
reliability must be calculated to evaluate consistency of measurement, reliability.  This 
consistency is commonly calculated using Cronbach’s alpha (1951), however, when 
working with a multidimensional scale this measurement can underestimate scale 
reliability depending on the underlying measurement parameters (Brown, 2006; Raykov, 
2001).  In order to more accurately measure reliability of multidimensional scales 
researchers suggest using estimators based on structural equation modeling (e.g., Bacon, 
Sauer, & Young, 1995; Green & Yang, 2009; Raykov, 1997).  This estimate of the 
internal consistency, or reliability, represents the ratio of true score variance divided by 
observed score variance estimated using structural equation modeling (SEM; Peterson & 
Kim, 2013).  The estimate of reliability using SEM is referred to as composite reliability 
(CR, Bacon et al., 1995) and benefits include better estimates of true reliability than those 
obtained using coefficient alpha because CR allows construct loadings to vary (Green & 
Yang, 2009).  DeVellis (2012) recommended that reliability values for new scales should 
be between .70 and .80 to be considered respectable, and between .80 and .90 to be 
considered very good.  In order to ensure the new scale has good reliability levels it was 
anticipated that the mean CR level for the scale be at least .80.  Analysis of the core data 
indicated the final scale obtained a CR level of .96.   
 To test the appropriateness of the proposed five-factor structure a confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on all remaining items using the lavaan package in 
R (Rosseel, 2012; R Core Team, 2013).  Goodness of fit was examined by comparing a 
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single common factor model with a multi-trait model with the number of factors equal to 
the number of factors hypothesized to be part of the final model (Joreskog & Sorbom, 
1993).  Items were reexamined at this point and all items with factor loadings below .5 or 
that weaken scale reliability were removed (Curcio et al., 2014).  One item, Q_41, from 
the Decision Making factor was removed due to a low factor loading of .19. 
Model-data fit indices were used to evaluate the model-data fit: root-mean square 
error of approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 1990), comparative fit indices (CFI; Bentler, 
1990), and non-normed fit indices (NNFI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980).  An examined model 
was deemed to have “good” fit if indicated by examination of these fit indices.  The 
RMSEA (Steiger, 1990) index corrects for model complexity.  Therefore, when two 
models fit the data equally well, the simpler model will have the more favorable RMSEA 
value.  A RMSEA value of .00 indicates a model which exactly fits the data.  The CFI 
(Bentler, 1990) index compares the improvement of the fit of the hypothesized model 
over a more restricted model (null model) which specifies no relationships among 
variables.  CFI values range from 0 to 1.0, with values .95 or greater indicating close fit 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999).  The NNFI (Bentler & Bonett, 1990) index is an incremental fit 
index, which accounts for the addition of more parameters.  Similar to the CFI index, 
values range from 0 to 1.0, with values .95 or greater indicating better fit.  The chi-square 
index tests for model misspecification.  A significant χ2 value suggests a model does not 
fit the sample data, and a non-significant χ2 value indicates the model fits the data well.  
It is important to note, that model-data fit indices should be interpreted with 
caution (Curcio et al., 2014).  Heene, Hilbert, Draxler, Ziegler, and Buhner (2011) note 
that cut off values for fit indices, such as RMSEA and CFI, should not be interpreted 
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independently of unique variances and complexity of the model being examined.  Doing 
so may lead to erroneous and invalid outcomes (Heene et al., 2011).  However, fit indices 
still provide a useful method of model evaluation, it is simply important that all factors be 
considered.  
Factor loadings were also examined.  Only items which clearly load on a single 
appropriate factor were retained (Hinkin, 1998).  Meaningful factor loadings were those 
.40 or greater (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986).  Modification indices and t values were 
also examined to explore the fit of individual items within the specified model.  
Modification indices provide information regarding cross loadings, with a large 
modification index indicating that a parameter might also contribute explained variance 
to the model (Hinkin, 1998).  Items with indices of .05 or greater were examined further.  
Bagozzi, Yi, and Phillips (1991) recommend a significance level of p < .05 be set when 
examining t values to determine estimated fit of specified parameters.  All items were 
found to be significant.  
CFA was also used in the determination of how the final scale should be scored 
using subscales.  According to Brown (2006) the number of factors indicates the number 
of subscales, and the pattern of item-factor relationships (which items load on which 
factors) indicates how the subscales should be scored.  CFA may support the use of total 
scores - composite of all items -  in addition to subscale scores - composite of subsets of 
items (Brown, 2006).  
In order to examine whether the presence of a second-order factor (Overall 
Political Behavior) exists further analysis were conducted.  In examining the potential 
higher-order factor the focus was on the intercorrelations among the first-order factors 
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(Brown, 2006).  The steps used to examine the potential higher-order factor were 
conducted as outlined by Brown (2006).  First, as outlined above, a good-fitting first-
order CFA solution was identified.  Using the model-data fit indices outlined above and 
making modifications as needed this solution was developed.  Second, the magnitude and 
pattern of the correlations between the first-order factors was examined (Brown, 2006).  
The five first-order factors were significantly interrelated, thus indicating the potential 
presence of the second-order factor.  As expected, the pattern of correlations presented 
with all factors correlated roughly the same thus indicating the likely presence of a single 
higher order factor (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985).  The final step included modeling and 
evaluating model-data fit for the second-order factor (Brown, 2006).  In addition to 
examining goodness of fit indices, the appropriateness of the higher-order model was 
evaluated with regard to the size of higher-order factor loadings and the higher-order 
factor correlations (Brown, 2006).   
All explained analyses were conducted using the core data sample in order to cut 
items and establish the appropriate factor structure.  Following these analyses, the hold-
out sample was used to confirm the five-factor structure and the higher-order factor 
model.  Confirmatory factor analysis was used to cross validate the models and ensure 
the factor structure was consistent.  The holdout sample was used to verify the factor 
structure and re-evaluate the reliability of the scale before proceeding with the 
examination of criterion-related validity. 
Study 2 Results 
 A planned model was proposed and all included items were assigned to relevant 
factors through the SME ratings provide in Study 1.  As such, CFA was used to test the 
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proposed model.  Following the reduction of items conducted using factor level CFA, the 
proposed CFA was run with all items loading onto assigned factors and all factors 
correlated to one another.  This model demonstrated good fit (χ2[367] = 664.22, p < .01; 
RMSEA = .06; CFI = .94; NNFI = .93).  However, an error message was obtained and 
negative variances were discovered in relation to the Decision Making factor.  One item, 
Q_80 was identified as contributing to this issue.  Upon review of the item content 
“Employees use influence to make changes to policies which benefit only a few people” 
it was determined that respondents may not have enough information to understand or 
speculate why and how policies are created or change.  The item may have been relevant 
to individuals in high-level positions but may not translate across all levels of the 
organization.  To alleviate the issue with negative variances and ensure clear and 
translatable items, this item was removed from further analysis.  
  To examine hypotheses 1 through 5 several models were run and tested by 
examining model-data fit indices as well as factor loadings for each subscale.  An initial 
model was run with all twenty-eight remaining items loading onto a single factor.  The fit 
for this model was good (χ2[324] = 691.29, p < .01; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .92; NNFI = 
.91).  This model in which all items load well onto a single common factor, provides 
evidence that the assembled set of items share variance and together may represent and 
overall construct. This and all subsequent model fit statistics from the core data analysis 
are shown in Table 9.   
The next model specifically examined the how well the data fit the proposed five-
factor model.  Here, all items were assigned their hypothesized factor based on the SME 
ratings provided in Study 1.  Because the five factors are hypothesized to be part of a 
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larger construct, political behavior, all factors were allowed to freely covary.  The fit of 
this model surpassed that of the single common factor model, (χ2[314] = 603.30, p < .01; 
RMSEA = .06; CFI = .94; NNFI = .91).  A chi square difference test between the 
common factor model and the correlated five factor model indicated the correlated five 
factor model represents a better fit to the data (Δ χ2 = 87.99, p < .001, df = 10).  See 
Figure 2 for a representation of the correlated five factor model.  These results provide 
evidence in support of Hypotheses 1 – 5.  Administrative Decisions, Power Inequalities, 
Decision Making, Information Control, and Leveraging Powerful Others all emerged as 
factors within the new scale.  
To test Hypothesis 6, a third model was tested.  In this model, all items were 
loaded on to their assigned factors, and all five factors were then set as indicators of 
overall political behavior.  This model represents the hierarchical model in which the 
higher order construct, political behavior, affects the five-dimension constructs.  Model-
data fit indices for the higher order factor model represented a good fit to the data 
(χ2[319] = 617.23, p < .01; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .93; NNFI = .93).  See Figure 3 for a 
representation of the higher order factor model.  While the fit of this model was not 
significantly better than the fit of the correlated five factor model, both the five-factor 
model and the higher order factor models displayed significantly better fit to the data than 
the single factor model.  Given the higher order factor model is more parsimonious with 
greater degrees of freedom, and because of the theoretical support for a higher order 
construct there is reason to believe this scale could be used as an indicator of the higher 
order construct, overall political behavior.  Support is provided for Hypothesis 6.  
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To further verify the factor structure and re-evaluate the reliability of the scale the 
three previously discussed models were also run on the hold-out sample.  Fit indices for 
the three additional models can be found in Table 10.  Results mirrored those found with 
the core data set.  The correlated five factor model provided the best fit (χ2[314] = 611.44, 
p < .01; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .92; NNFI = .90), with the higher order factor model also 
showing strong fit (χ2[319] = 618.47, p < .01; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .92; NNFI = .91).  
There was again not a significant change in chi square across the two models (Δ χ2 = 
7.03, df = 5), so while the correlated five factor model shows the best fit, there is still 
support for a higher order factor as well.  Chi square difference tests indicated the single 
factor model (χ2[324] = 660.16, p < .01; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .91; NNFI = .90) showed 
significantly worse model-data fit than both the five-factor model (Δ χ2 = 48.72, p < .001, 
df = 10) and the higher order factor model (Δ χ2 = 41.69, p < .001, df = 5).  
Study 2 Discussion  
 The results of Study 2 support the proposed concept that the overall political 
behavior construct may be more broadly defined than previously accounted for in 
existing measures.  Evidence supporting both a five-factor model of political behavior 
and a higher-order factor support the proposal that political behavior can take on several 
forms.  These findings add to the literature by providing both a structure and specific 
items which expand the current coverage of this construct.  Through the use of behavioral 
statements, which allow respondents to record the frequency with which they observe 
political behaviors in their current work environment, the new measure helps to remove 
some aspects of perception through the focus on behavioral observations. 
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 Through the work of Study 2, the Decision Making factor was noted as having the 
fewest number of items.  All other factors within the scale include six items, while the 
Decision Making factor is limited to three items following the item analysis process.  In 
order to ensure an adequate number of items is included, and to test item functionality 
with a completely separate sample, item Q_41 was retained for further analysis.  In Study 
3 closer examination of the factor structure will be conducted by rerunning the five-factor 
model and higher order factor models on a separate data set.  These models will be 
conducted both with and without item Q_41 as an indicator of the Decision Making 
factor, and both item loadings and model-data fit indices will be used to determine 
whether this item is included in the final model.  
 In order to examine the criterion-related validity of this measure the next step will 
include the examination of the nomological network.  Now that support has been 
provided for the factor structure of the five sub-dimensions, Study 3 will allow for the 
examination of how these sub-dimensions relate to sub-dimensions of related and 
unrelated constructs to provide evidence for convergent and discriminant validity.  Study 
3 will also allow for the examination of how the overall political behavior scale relates to 
overall related and unrelated constructs, which will enable the examination of how well 
this measure replicates existing research.  
Study 3: Examination of Nomological Network 
 In order to examine the nomological network and establish criterion-related 
validity, relationships between the new measure and variables with which it could be 
hypothesized to relate were tested (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).  Researchers such as 
Ferris et al. (1989) have provided frameworks to further our understanding of 
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organizational politics.  Using such frameworks and other existing theory, hypotheses 
were formulated and tested to further support the validity of the new organizational 
politics scale including anticipated relationships at the dimension level.  This data 
collection also served as an additional opportunity to examine the factor structure of the 
scale reviewing factor loadings and model-data fit to ensure a sound final measure.  
 Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction is defined as “a pleasurable or positive 
emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experience” (Locke, 1976, 
p. 1304).  When an individual’s needs are not being met, they typically feel worse about 
their situation (Randall et al., 1999).  If an individual perceives high levels of 
organizational politics within his or her organization, a sense of job dissatisfaction may 
be created in the perceiver (Gandz & Murray, 1980).  This argument is grounded in 
cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957).  If an individual were to perceive high 
levels of politics, experience negative affect due to these perceptions, and still experience 
high job satisfaction, a dissonant cognitive state would exist (Gandz & Murray, 1980).  
Consistent with this, existing research has concluded that organizational politics work as 
a negative predictor of job satisfaction (see Ferris & Kacmar, 1992; Gandz & Murray, 
1980).  Empirical evidence verifies that increases in politics relate to decreases in job 
satisfaction (Ferris et al., 1989). 
Hypothesis 7: Overall organizational politics will be negatively related to job in 
general (JIG) satisfaction. 
 In order to further understand the relationship between politics and job 
satisfaction it is important to investigate these relationships at the dimension-level.  The 
Job Descriptive Index (JDI) was developed by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) to 
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investigate job satisfaction at the facet level.  The final version of the JDI includes five 
sub-dimensions: satisfaction with work, supervisor, coworkers, pay and promotion, as 
well as an overall measure of satisfaction called the Job in General (JIG) scale (Balzar, et 
al., 1990).  By investigating relationships between the dimensions of organizational 
politics and facets of job satisfaction we can increase our understanding of both 
constructs. 
 The administrative decisions dimension of organizational politics is likely to have 
a negative relationship with the pay and promotion facet of job satisfaction.  The 
ambiguity which often surrounds standards and policies organizations use to determine 
how and when pay and promotion decisions are made, constitutes an important part of the 
organizational politics experienced by employees.  This degree of secrecy surrounding 
pay and promotion decisions and contributing to politics in the workplace is also likely to 
influence an employee’s level of satisfaction with both pay and promotion.   
Hypothesis 8: The administrative decisions dimension of organizational politics 
will be negatively related to the facet of pay satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 9: The administrative decisions dimension of organizational politics 
will be negatively related to the promotion facet of satisfaction. 
The way in which information is shared or limited within an organization can 
impact employees’ perceptions of politics.  Organizations and/or organizational groups 
who often see limited information sharing and increased “gatekeeping” will be perceived 
as more political.  In addition to perceiving higher levels of politics, individuals who are 
exposed to limited information sharing and “gatekeeping” of information are also likely 
to have a decrease in satisfaction with supervisor.   
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Hypothesis 10: The information control dimension of organizational politics will 
be negatively related to the supervisor facet of satisfaction. 
The control and management of both actual and perceived resources is a strong 
component of organizational politics (e.g., Bacharach & Lawler, 1980; Mayes & Allen, 
1977; Pettigrew, 1973) and is included in the “administrative decisions” dimension of 
organizational politics.  Individuals may perceive control of resources as a contributing 
factor when accessing the political nature of their work environment.  As it is usually 
supervisors/leadership who either distribute resources, or who are attributed with the task, 
it is likely that increased levels of resource allocation (administrative decisions) politics 
will lead to decreased satisfaction with supervisors.  
Hypothesis 11: The administrative decisions dimension of organizational politics 
will be negatively related to the supervisor facet of satisfaction. 
 Justice. Both organizational politics and organizational justice (fairness) play a 
key role in organizational life; however, limited research has been conducted examining 
the relationship between the two constructs (Ambrose, 2012).  Andrews and Kacmar 
(2001) demonstrated that justice and politics are distinct yet related constructs.  Research 
into the topic has revealed that the relationship is far more complex than a simple 
relationship between politics and fairness (Ambrose, 2012), and as such, it makes sense 
that hypotheses be made at the facet level to further investigate the relationships between 
the constructs.  
 The study of justice was originally focused on distributive justice (Colquitt et al., 
2001).  Stemming from Adams’ (1963) equity theory, distributive justice can be 
described as the perceived fairness of received outcomes.  Adams (1963) proposed that 
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individuals determine whether their outcomes are fair by calculating the ratio of their 
contributions/inputs to their outcomes and then comparing that ratio with one of a 
comparison other.  This process is of course subjective, and as such heavily influenced by 
an individual’s perceptions (Colquitt et al., 2001).   
As previously discussed, administrative decisions offer opportunities for an 
individual to perceive a lack of fairness in organizational policies and decisions.  Per 
Adams’ (1963) theory, individuals who perceive politics are at play in their pay, 
promotion, or hiring decisions may feel that their input to outcome ratio is not favorable 
to their comparison other, thus leading to decreased levels of distributive justice.   
Individuals who experience or observe behaviors which may be classified as 
“going along to get ahead” (Ferris and Kacmar, 1991) may also feel that the outcomes 
and distribution of resources within their organization are unjust.  The idea that people 
who “play along” or “don’t rock the boat” receive the best outcomes, while those who act 
based on what they think is right or best for the organization may not receive equal 
outcomes may lead to lower levels of perceived distributive justice as well.  
Hypothesis 12: The administrative decisions dimension of organizational politics 
will be negatively related to distributive justice. 
Hypothesis 13: The power inequlaties dimension of organizational politics will be 
negatively related to distributive justice. 
  Another facet of justice, procedural justice, is the perceived fairness of the process 
used to distribute outcomes (Greenberg, 1987).  Whereas distributive justice is focused 
on the outcomes, procedural justice relies on the perceiver’s sense of the fairness of 
process used to reach the outcome.  Originally, introduced into the justice literature by 
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Thibaut and Walker (1975), Leventhal (1980) did much of the work to extend the idea of 
procedural justice into organizational settings (Colquitt et al., 2001).  
 In the day to day operation of an organization there are countless procedures in 
action and each of these is open for interpretation as to whether it is fair or just.  Resource 
allocation/control is one area in which the process of determining who will receive 
resources may be perceived as just/unjust.  When individuals in an organization perceive 
a highly political process is at play in the allocation of resources, it is logical that they 
may have lower feelings of procedural justice in the workplace.   
Hypothesis 14: The administrative decisions dimension of organizational politics 
will be negatively related to procedural justice. 
 Because information serves as a source of power and control in organizational 
settings (Vrendenburgh & Maurer, 1984), it follows that the process used to distribute 
information may lead to increased politics perceptions.  The way in which information is 
shared or limited within an organization has the potential to impact employees’ and alter 
their feelings of procedural justice.  If an employee notices that information control 
occurs in a political manner this may lead them to question the fairness of the process 
used by the company to distribute information.  Despite whether the observed distribution 
of information occurs in a company-endorsed manner or not, the individual’s perception 
of whether the distribution occurred politically is what will ultimately influence their 
rating of procedural justice.   
Hypothesis 15: The information control dimension of organizational politics will 
be negatively related to procedural justice. 
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The final components of justice theory were original classified together as 
interactional justice by Bies and Moag (1986).  This facet of justice focuses on the 
importance of the quality of interpersonal treatment people receive when procedures are 
implemented (Colquitt et al., 2001).  Interactional justice was later split into two separate 
types by researchers such as Greenberg (1990) who suggested interpersonal justice and 
informational justice be considered separately.  Interpersonal justice includes the extent 
to which individuals are treated with respect, dignity, politeness, etc., by authority figures 
or others who are involved in the execution of procedures or the distribution of outcomes 
(Colquitt et al., 2001).  Informational justice highlights the way in which circumstances 
are explained to people.  This includes conveying information about the way procedures 
were used, or why outcomes were distributed in a specific manner (Colquitt et al., 2001). 
Similar to the relationship between the organizational politics facet of information 
control and procedural justice, it is also anticipated that political information control will 
be negatively related to informational justice.  If individuals perceive information is 
being used in a political manner, it may influence them to question the explanations they 
receive concerning processes and outcomes.     
Hypothesis 16: The information control dimension of organizational politics will 
be negatively related to informational justice. 
 When decisions are made in an organizational setting not all parties are given 
information as to how or why the decision was reached.  Individuals may also receive 
incomplete or inaccurate information about decisions made affecting their job or 
outcomes.  Because of this, decision making is another facet of organizational politics.  
Individuals who lack information or who do not understand the decision making process 
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may perceive the situation as political and in response have decreased feelings of 
informational justice.  When employees do not feel they have received adequate 
information about the how and why of organizational decision making, their belief in 
informational justice within the organization may decrease.  
 Hypothesis 17: The decision making dimension of organizational politics will be 
negatively related to informational justice. 
Controlling information, inappropriately using ambiguity, planned 
disorganization, and other negative leader behaviors can contribute to organizational 
politics (Vrendenburgh & Maurer, 1984).  Whether the intent of these behaviors is to 
benefit self or to benefit specific others in the organization, these actions serve as a 
method of manipulating the system in such a way as to obtain a desired organizational 
outcome and therefore add to the political work environment.  Leaders who participate in 
these political leadership games and hierarchical gatekeeping, part of the leveraging 
powerful others dimension, risk their employees feeling that these behaviors constitute a 
political work environment.  Employees may feel that these political actions are 
disrespectful, degrading, and rude, all of which contribute to decreased interpersonal 
justice.   
 The idea that “it’s all about who you know” is a common refrain when discussing 
organizational politics and it springs from the idea that individuals connected to powerful 
others can use this social connection to their benefit in an organization (Bacharach & 
Lawler, 1998).  Individuals within an organization will use power to promote their own 
or organizational interests (Bacharach & Lawler, 1998), but need not hold large amounts 
of power in order to promote their interests.  Instead, the social ties they form within an 
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organization, will allow them to leverage relationships with powerful others to obtain 
their desired end.  When individuals within an organization experience coalition 
formation, especially if they were not the one enacting the coalition formation, they may 
perceive the interpersonal justice levels of their workplace to be low.  Feelings of being 
left out or disrespected because the other party leveraged their human resources to get 
their way, may lead these individuals to report decreased levels of interpersonal justice. 
Hypothesis 18: The leveraging powerful others dimension of organizational 
politics will be negatively related to interpersonal justice. 
Commitment. Randall et al. (1999) supported a negative relationship between 
perceptions of politics and affective commitment.  Existing studies have also supported a 
negative relationship between perceptions of politics and overall organizational 
commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990).  In order to examine this relationship at the same 
level of analysis in both constructs, this study will seek to replicate the findings for the 
relationship between overall organizational politics and overall organizational 
commitment.  
Hypothesis 19: Overall organizational politics will be negatively related to overall  
commitment.   
 Organizational Safety Climate.  In an effort to examine the discriminant validity 
of the new scale, several constructs which are anticipated to have no significant 
correlation with the dimensions of political behavior will be examined.  Organizational 
safety climate represents an organizational level variable which is not anticipated to have 
a significant relationship with political behavior.  As organizational politics is known to 
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be an organizational level variable influencing organizational culture, it is important to 
explore discriminant validity at the organizational level as well.   
 Research on safety climate began in the early 1980s (Zohar, 1980) with an initial 
focus on the role of management in influencing safety.  Later research expanded the 
construct to also examine how individual characteristics also impact safety (Guastello, 
Gershon, & Murphy, 1999).  Griffin and Neal (2000) used structural equation modeling 
to establish a framework linking safety climate to actual safety performance.  
Additionally, the researchers found that safety knowledge and motivation act as 
mediators on this relationship (Griffin & Neal, 2000).  Siu, Phillips, and Leung (2004) 
found that psychological strain and stress partially mediate the relationship between 
safety climate and safety performance.    
 While organizational safety climate is an organization level variable that can also 
be influenced by organizational culture, it is not anticipated to be related to organizational 
politics.  Managers’ and employees’ beliefs about the importance of safety should be very 
loosely, or not at all, related to the political behaviors individuals report in their 
organization. 
Hypothesis 20: Organizational Safety Climate will have no significant 
relationship with any dimension of organizational politics nor with the higher-
order factor of overall political behavior. 
Creativity.  Creativity will also be used to examine the discriminant validity of 
the new organizational politics measure.  Amabile (1996) defined creativity as “the 
production of novel and appropriate (or useful) ideas” (p. 1).  Creativity is key in 
organizations in order to maintain a competitive advantage through innovation.  In many 
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organizations, the need for interdependent work has increased, and this presents a 
particular challenge as creativity and idea sharing are frequently hindered when working 
in groups or teams (Fisher & Fisher, 1998).  Because of these challenges researchers have 
begun investigating factors which impact creativity in organizations such as territorial 
marking (Brown & Baer, 2015) and diversity or beliefs regarding diversity of teams 
(Homan, Buengeler, Eckhoff, van Ginkel, & Voelpel, 2015).  While research into 
creativity has been conducted in many areas (organizational, educational, etc.; Paulus & 
Yang, 2000) there is no reason to believe creativity will be related or organizational 
political behavior.  
Hypothesis 21: Creativity will have no significant relationship with  
any dimension of organizational politics nor with the higher-order factor of 
overall political behavior. 
Spirituality/Religiousness.  Spirituality/Religiousness (S/R) will also be used to 
examine the discriminant validity of the new measure of organizational politics.  James 
(1902, 1961) declared that religion was a personal phenomenon intended to unite oneself 
with the divine.  Researchers have examined spirituality and religiousness separately 
(e.g., Hood, 2003; Plante, 2009), however, for the purpose of examining discriminant 
validity of the politics measure the two can be considered together.  Spirituality and 
religiousness are prevalent topics in United States society (Gallup Polls, 2009) and have 
been linked to decisions such as political affiliation, relationship status, and more (Vogel, 
McMinn, Peterson, & Gathercoal, 2013).  As an individual difference construct with a 
narrow and specific definition it is clear that the link between S/R and organizational 
politics would be slim or nonexistent.  There is no reason to believe that one’s belief in a 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  77 
divine power would have any impact on their report of political behaviors observed at 
their organization.            
Hypothesis 22: Spirituality/Religiousness will have no significant relationship 
with any dimension of organizational politics nor with the higher-order factor of 
overall political behavior. 
Hypothesized relationships between dimensions of organizational politics and 
other constructs are represented in Figure 4.  
Study 3 Method 
Participants 
 Participants were recruited via Amazon M Turk and were required to have a 
minimum of two years cumulative work experience, current full-time employment, and 
were required to live in the United States.  In order to examine the construct validity of 
this new measure, responses were collected from a large and diverse sample of 
respondents (Hinkin, 1998).  To accomplish this, a total of 600 participants were 
recruited.  A number of data checks were conducted which resulted in the reduction of 
the initial participant count to those included in the final sample.   
First, seventy-three participants who failed one or more of the two included 
attention check items were removed.  Consistent with previous studies, one participant 
pre-qualification stated a need to be employed, however thirteen participants reported 
being currently unemployed as part of the demographic questionnaire.  To remain 
consistent with specified data standards, all thirteen participants were removed.  Data 
were also screened for missingness and fifty-seven cases were removed due to a large 
degree of missing data.   
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Following these data checks, the remaining sample of 530 underwent univariate 
data screening and no univariate outliers were identified.  The data set then underwent 
multivariate data screening using Mahalanobis distance in iterations removing one 
multivariate outlier at a time until none remained.  Analysis uncovered thirty-three 
multivariate outliers, all of which were removed from the data set.  All analyses for this 
study were conducted with and without multivariate outliers and it was determined that 
the data functioned more appropriately with the removal of the multivariate outliers. 
Results reported for this study include all participants after removal of multivariate 
outliers leaving a final sample size of 497 participants.   
The final sample was 51.8% male and 85.1% of the sampled population was 
employed full time with the remainder working at least part time.  On average 
participants reported working 40.15 hours per week. The average age of participants was 
35.90 years (range = 19 – 79, SD = 10.46).  Participants in the core sample were 
predominantly White / Caucasian (65.0%), Black / African American (12.1%), Asian 
(11.3%), and Hispanic / Latino (6.4%).  Religion was also captured as a demographic and 
the majority of participants reported being Christian – Protestant (25.4%), Christian – 
Catholic (23.1%), Agnostic (18.1%), and Atheist (14.9%).  
Procedure 
 All scales were entered into an online survey tool.  Participants were recruited via 
Amazon M Turk and accessed the survey via the internet. All participants were asked to 
read and sign an informed consent document providing information about the study and 
participant rights.  The informed consent document was completed by all participants 
prior to their completion of the study.  Any participant who did not agree to the informed 
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consent was exited from the survey and not shown the included items, all participants had 
the option to withdrawal from the study at any time and the criteria used to determine 
payment eligibility were clearly explained in both the informed consent and M Turk 
posting.  
 To verify participants were paying attention, two attention check items were 
placed at intervals within the survey.  Participants who failed one or both attention check 
items were removed prior to analysis. Identifying information was collected only as a 
means of granting credit and was removed from data and destroyed after credit was 
granted. 
Measures 
Multidimensional Political Behavior Scale.  As the focal topic being examined, 
items generated and examined in studies 1 and 2 were included for further validation and 
exploration of remaining hypotheses.  The twenty-eight items which were retained from 
Study 2 were measured and further analyzed in this round of data collection. The items 
align to the five proposed subscales measuring Administrative Decisions (6 items), 
Decision Making (4 items), Information Control (6 items), Leveraging Powerful Others 
(6 items), and Power Inequalities (6 items).  Participants were asked to respond to all 
questions considering their current workplace.  All responses will be recorded using a 5-
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = Always to 5 = Never.  
Job Satisfaction.  Job satisfaction was measured using portions of Smith et al.’s 
(1969) Job Descriptive Index (JDI).  In order to avoid survey fatigue, only the sections of 
this scale related to hypotheses were completed (Job in General, Pay, Promotion, 
Supervisor) reducing item count from ninety to fifty-four.  All items in this measure are 
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short words or phrases.  Johnson, Smith, and Tucker (1982) investigated both the 
yes/no/? and 5-point Likert-type response formats to the JDI inventory.  Their research 
found limited differences in the reliability and validity of the measure as influenced by 
response format.  As such, to remain consistent with other measures being completed, 
and to provide more variance in responses, the Likert-type response format wad used.  
Participants were asked to respond to all questions considering the extent to which each 
item describes the particular aspect of their job being assessed.  All responses were 
recorded using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = To a Small Extent to 5 = To a 
Large Extent.  Prior to analysis of the data Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each 
section of the scale: Job in General (α = .96), Pay (α = .90), Promotion (α = .92), and 
Supervisor (α = .94) Satisfaction. 
Justice.  Justice was measured using a series of questions compiled by Colquitt 
(2001).  The items were pulled from concepts presented in existing research and broken 
into four subscales measuring Procedural Justice (7 items; α = .89; Leventhal, 1980; 
Thibaut & Walker, 1975), Distributive Justice (4 items; α = .94; Leventhal, 1976), 
Interpersonal Justice (4 items; α = .93; Bies & Moag, 1986), and Informational Justice (5 
items; α = .91; Bies & Moag, 1986; Shapiro, Buttner, & Barry, 1994).  Participants were 
asked to respond to all questions considering a project or projects they have completed at 
work.  All responses were recorded using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = To 
a Small Extent to 5 = To a Large Extent.  
Commitment.  Organizational commitment was measured using Meyer and 
Allen’s (1997) 18-item revised commitment scales.  These scales measure affective (6-
items; α = .90), continuance (6 items; α = .77) and normative commitment (6 items; α = 
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.90) and a composite score can be used to assess overall commitment (α = .90).  
Participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with items on a 5-point Likert-
type scale from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree.  
Organizational Safety Climate.  To reduce total number of survey items and 
overall survey fatigue, only the “Safety as a Priority” and “Perceived Safety Level” 
portions of Janssens, Brett, and Smith’s (1995) safety policy scale were used to measure 
Organizational Safety Climate.  This measure includes seven items measuring 
employee’s perceptions of management’s outlook on safety, safety of equipment, 
prevention, and overall work environment safety.  Participants were asked to rate their 
level of agreement with items on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 = Strongly Disagree 
to 5 = Strongly Agree.  Only the final question “how do you feel about your overall work 
environment?” was rated differently (1 = very hazardous, to 5 = very safe). Cronbach’s 
alpha for this scale was .89. 
Creativity. Creativity was measured using the International Personality Item Pool 
(IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006) measure of this construct.  The measure includes ten items 
including “have a vivid imagination” and “am full of ideas”.  The Cronbach’s alpha for 
this scale was .89.  Participants were asked to rate the extent to which each item describes 
them using a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree.   
Spirituality/Religiousness. Spirituality/Religiousness were measured using the 
International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006) measure of this 
construct.  The measure includes nine items including “Believe in a universal power or 
God”.   Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .94.  Participants were asked to rate the extent 
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to which each item describes them using a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 = Strongly 
Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. 
Perceptions of Organizational Politics.  Perceptions of organizational politics 
were measured using Kacmar and Carlson’s (1997) 15-item scale. Cronbach’s alpha for 
the overall scale was .86 Responses were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).   
Influence Tactics. Items measuring various influence tactics used in 
organizational settings were included for additional exploratory analyses.  The Kipnis, 
Schmidt, and Wilkinson (1980) measure of influence tactics was used for this purpose.  
The scale includes subscales measuring Ingratiation, Exchange, Assertiveness, 
Coalitions, Upward Appeal, and Rationality. Participants responded to the 18-item scale 
using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = Always to 5 = Never.  Prior to analysis 
of the data Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each subscale: Ingratiation (α = .63), 
Exchange (α = .69), Assertiveness (α = .75), Coalitions (α = .73), Upward Appeal (α = 
.64), and Rationality (α = .74). 
 All scale items are provided in Appendix C.  
Data Analytic Procedure 
 Data were analyzed using SPSS (IBM, 2015) and the lavaan package in R 
(Rosseel, 2012).  Frequencies were run for each item to ensure respondents were using 
the full range of potential responses.  All items received responses across all anchors so 
no concerns were raised with any of the included items.  
 Following the removal of participants who failed attention check items, 
multivariate outliers, and those cases with missing data, CFA analysis was conducted on 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  83 
the core multidimensional political behavior scale items.  Fit indices were used to 
evaluate the model-data fit: root-mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 
1990), comparative fit indices (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and non-normed fit indices (NNFI; 
Bentler & Bonett, 1980).  The model was again deemed to have “good” fit following the 
examination of the model fit indices as detailed below.  Factor loadings were also 
examined and this examination allowed for further scale refinement.  Following this 
analysis, which led to the removal of two items, composite variables were created for use 
in the remaining analyses.  
 All analyses were conducted using the data sample with and without multivariate 
outliers.  When multivariate outlier data were included the CFA analyses produced 
warnings indicating issues with the analyses.  All reported output was obtained analyzing 
the data with outliers removed.   
Study 3 Results 
Prior to analysis of the nomological network, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
was again used to further examine the multidimensional political behavior scale.  This 
analysis allowed for cross-validation of the factor structure established using the core and 
holdout samples in Study 2.  This cross-validation provides additional support for the 
factor structure with a separate and larger sample.  CFA was used because following 
Studies 1 and 2 we have strong a priori support for the number of factors and items 
included (Brown, 2006). However, this analysis also allowed for further refinement of the 
scale.   
All three models discussed in Study 2 were replicated and evaluated in this study.  
An initial run of these models was conducted including item Q3_28 “A leader shares 
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information with employees and other leaders to gauge their reaction before making a 
decision”.  This item was proposed to load onto the Decision Making factor in Study 2, 
however, the item did not have strong factor loadings.  The item was retained to 
determine if the factor loadings improved with a different and larger sample.  When 
analyzing this new data set the item obtained factor loadings of .22 or lower across all 
models.  As such, the item was removed from further analysis.   
Analysis proceeded with the remaining twenty-seven items.  An initial model in 
which all items loaded onto a single factor was examined.  This model demonstrated 
good fit (χ2[324] = 985.54, p < .01; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .91; NNFI = .91).  The 
replication of this model with good fit supports that the full set of items share variance 
and constitute an overall construct.   
The second model in which all items were assigned to their hypothesized factor 
was run to replicate the five-factor model supported in Study 2.  This model also 
demonstrated good fit (χ2[314] = 807.84, p < .01; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .94; NNFI = .93).  
A chi square difference test between the common factor model and the correlated five 
factor model indicated the correlated five factor model represents a better fit to the data 
(Δ χ2 = 177.70, p < .001, df = 10).  These results replicate the findings in Study 2.  
The final model in which all items were loaded on to their assigned factors and all 
five factors were then set as indicators of overall political behavior was also tested.  
When this model was run an error message indicated that negative variances were 
present.  Further analysis of output indicated that the Leveraging Powerful Others 
subdimension was loading onto the overall political behavior higher order factor at a 
level stronger than 1 (1.004) and also included a negative variance.  In order to alleviate 
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this issue, the strongest loading item Q3_20 with a factor loading of .81 was removed.  
Following the removal of this item all models were reran and the issue did not reappear.   
All models were rerun with the twenty-six items remaining following the removal 
of items Q3_28 and Q3_20.  Model-data fit indices for all three models are provided in 
Table 11.    The correlated five factor model demonstrated good fit (χ2[289] = 775.84, p < 
.01; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .94; NNFI = .93) to the data with this set of items.  See Figure 
5 for a representation of the correlated five factor model.  The higher order factor model 
successfully ran on the twenty-six items with good model fit (χ2[294] = 788.88, p < .01; 
RMSEA = .06; CFI = .94; NNFI = .93).  Figure 6 provides a representation of the higher 
order factor model as analyzed in Study 3. The chi square value associated with five 
degrees of freedom at the p < .05 level is 11.07, the chi square difference between the 
correlated five-factor model and the higher order factor model was 13.04 indicating a 
significant difference in chi square.  This finding supports the correlated five factor 
model does show better fit to the data.   
It is important to note that both the correlated five-factor model and the higher 
order factor model displayed significantly better fit to the data than the single factor 
model (χ2[299] = 958.99, p < .01; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .91; NNFI = .91).  In replication 
of the results of Study 2 the theoretical and analytical evidence both provide support for 
both models.  This evidence indicates the multidimensional political behavior scale can 
be used to measure both the individual sub scales and the higher order construct, overall 
political behavior.   
All items retained in the final scale displayed meaningful factor loadings of .40 or 
greater (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986). Prior to creation of composite variables and 
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completion of remaining analyses of the data a composite alpha was calculated for the 
overall scale (α = .96), and for each of the five sub-factors: Administrative Decisions (α = 
.86), Decision Making (α = .73), Information Control (α = .88), Leveraging Powerful 
Others (α = .84), and Power Inequalities (α = .88).  Final political behavior scale items 
are included and marked for their alignment to the appropriate subscale in Table 12.  
Correlation analyses were used to examine hypotheses 7 - 22.  Correlations 
between all variables are represented in Table 13.  Directionality of the relationship as 
well as size of the relationship were considered when examining hypotheses.  In keeping 
with the recommendation of Cohen (1988) the effect size of correlations will be reported 
and interpreted as small (0.1), medium (0.3), and large (0.5). 
Study 3 data allowed the examination of the relationship between political 
behaviors and job satisfaction.  Hypothesis 7 proposed that overall organizational politics 
would be negatively related to job in general (JIG) satisfaction.  Correlation analysis 
supported this relationship, r = -.42, p < .001.  As indicated in Figure 4, this was 
anticipated to be a small correlation and data analysis shows the relationship somewhat 
stronger and approaching the moderate level.  Hypothesis 8 proposed the Administrative 
Decisions dimension of organizational politics would be negatively related to the facet of 
pay satisfaction.  This relationship was anticipated to be medium in nature.  Results 
supported a small-medium negative relationship, r = -.24, p < .001 between 
administrative decisions and pay satisfaction.  While the hypothesis is supported the 
relationship is slightly smaller than anticipated.  Hypothesis 9 dealt with the relationship 
between Administrative Decisions and the promotion facet of satisfaction.  This 
relationship was anticipated to be medium and negative.  Results of this hypothesis were 
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supported with a negative relationship between the variables, r = -.26, p < .001, with the 
relationship approaching medium effect size.  Hypothesis 10 indicated a negative 
relationship should exist between Information Control and the supervisor facet of 
satisfaction.  This relationship was anticipated to be small.  Results indicated support for 
a negative relationship between the two variables that was stronger than hypothesized, r = 
-.47, p < .001.  This hypothesis was supported.  Finally, hypothesis 11 proposed the 
Administrative Decisions dimension of organizational politics would be negatively 
related to the supervisor facet of satisfaction with a medium relationship strength.  This 
hypothesis was supported, r = -.49, p < .001, with the relationship stronger than what was 
originally proposed. 
The next relationship to be examined was that between political behavior and 
perceptions of justice.  Hypothesis 12 introduced the proposed relationship between 
Administrative Decisions and distributive justice. The proposed negative relationship was 
anticipated to be small.  This hypothesis was also supported with a medium effect size 
relationship of r = -.36, p < .001.  Continuing the investigation of distributive justice, 
hypothesis 13 proposed a negative relationship between the variable and the Power 
Inequalities dimension of organizational politics.  This relationship was proposed to be 
small.  This hypothesis was supported r = -.38, p < .001. The relationship was again 
stronger than hypothesized.  Procedural justice was hypothesized to have a small, 
negative relationship with the Administrative Decisions dimension of organizational 
politics.  Hypothesis 14 was supported with a relationship of r = -.44, p < .001.  This 
relationship is stronger than was originally hypothesized, but negative and significant 
thus supporting the hypothesis.  Hypothesis 15 proposed a negative relationship between 
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Information Control and procedural justice.  This hypothesis was supported with a 
relationship of r = -.36, p < .001 which was stronger than proposed.  Informational justice 
was proposed to have a medium, negative relationship with the Information Control 
dimension of organizational politics in Hypothesis 16.  This relationship was supported, r 
= -.37, p < .001.  Informational justice was also proposed to have a small, negative 
relationship with the Decision Making dimension of organizational politics in Hypothesis 
17.  This hypothesis was supported, r = -.36, p < .001, with a stronger relationship than 
anticipated.  Hypothesis 18 proposed a negative relationship between Leveraging 
Powerful Others and interpersonal justice.  This relationship was proposed to be small. 
Results provided support for a negative relationship that was stronger than hypothesized, 
r = -.35, p < .001.  
The relationship between political behaviors and commitment was also examined.  
Hypothesis 19 proposed a negative relationship between overall organizational politics 
and overall commitment.  This relationship was proposed to be medium, but was shown 
to be small when analyzed, r = -.18, p < .001.  
In order to analyze discriminant validity three hypotheses were posed concerning 
variables which should have no significant relationship with political behaviors.  
Hypothesis 20 proposed there should be no significant relationship with any dimension of 
organizational politics nor with the higher-order factor of overall political behavior and 
Organizational Safety Climate.  Results indicated that significant relationships did exist 
between all dimensions and overall political behavior.  Relationships were as follows, 
Administrative Decisions r = -.40, p < .001, Decision Making r = -.40, p < .001, 
Information Control r = -.40, p < .001, Leveraging Powerful Others r = -.34, p < .001, 
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Power Inequalities r = -.37, p < .001, and Overall Political Behavior r = -.42, p < .001.  
Hypothesis 20 was not supported as these variables did have significant negative 
relationships with organizational safety climate.  Additional consideration of these 
relationships is provided in the discussion.    
Hypothesis 21 proposed there would be no significant relationship between 
Creativity and any dimension of organizational politics nor with the higher-order factor 
of overall political behavior.   This hypothesis was predominately supported.  The 
dimensions of Administrative Decisions (r = -.04, p = .343), Leveraging Powerful Others 
(r = -.06, p =.196), Power Inequalities (r = -.02, p = .604), and Overall Political Behavior 
(r = -.08, p = .072) showed no significant relationship with Creativity.  Decision Making 
(r = -.10, p < .05) and Information Control (r = -.14, p < .001) showed small significant 
relationships with Creativity.   
Hypothesis 22 proposed there would be no significant relationship between 
Spirituality/Religiousness and any dimension of organizational politics nor with the 
higher-order factor of overall political behavior.  This hypothesis was supported with 
only one dimension, Decision Making, showing a small significant relationship with 
Spirituality/Religiousness r = .10, p < .05.  The remaining relationships were non-
significant as follows, Administrative Decisions r = .01, p = .863, Information Control r 
= .17, p = .168, Leveraging Powerful Others r = .06, p = .225, Power Inequalities r = .02, 
p = .746, and Overall Political Behavior r = .05, p = .245. 
Data were also collected to allow exploratory analysis of the political behavior 
scale with known measures of organizational politics and related measures.  Kacmar and 
Carlson’s (1997) 15-item measure of Perceptions of Organizational Politics (POPs) was 
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completed by participants for use in this exploratory analysis.  As the POPs scale is 
predominately used as an overall measure and not broken into the three subscales (Nye & 
Witt, 1993), this analysis looked at the relationship between overall POPs and overall 
political behaviors.  Results indicated a large relationship between these two scales (r = 
.65, p < .001).  Given the common core content of the two constructs it is not surprising 
that they have a positive relationship.   
Data were also collected using the Kipnis et al. (1980) influence tactic scale.  As 
influence is a key component of political behaviors we would anticipate some 
relationships between the various forms of influence tactics and the dimensions of 
political behavior.  The strongest relationships were discovered between assertiveness 
and various dimensions of political behavior.  Assertiveness was positively related to all 
dimensions and overall political behaviors.  Exchange also demonstrated positive 
relationships with all dimensions of political behavior and overall political behavior.  
Only the ingratiation influence tactic showed no significant relationships with political 
behaviors.  Given ingratiation deals with acting humbly and making others feel good 
before making a request, there could be theoretical reason to believe relationships should 
exist between this influence tactic and political behavior. However, the construct could 
relate more to the perceptions of politics previously researched and not as closely related 
to those behaviors individuals observe in political environments.  
  All correlations are represented in Table 13.  Relationships within the 
nomological network are also represented in Figure 7.  
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General Discussion 
Due to the prevalence of politics in organizations (Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011) it 
is highly important that we understand the implications of increased politics at work.  
While many existing studies have examined organizational politics frameworks (e.g., 
Ferris et al., 1989; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992), limited research has examined the 
measurement issues surrounding the construct.  The research outlined here contributes to 
furthering the understanding of organizational politics in a variety of ways.  Three of the 
strongest contributions include: (1) exploring whether the organizational politics 
construct has evolved since the creation of earlier measures, (2) creating a behavioral 
based measure of organizational politics with strong psychometric qualities, and (3) 
providing a measure of organizational politics with broader construct coverage which can 
be used as either a measure of overall political behavior or in measurement of the five 
identified dimensions.   
Based on a review of existing measures of organizational politics, several issues 
were identified.  Among these issues is a potential gap in the capability to measure 
politics in the modern workplace.  One of the more modern measures of organizational 
politics, the Perceptions of Positive and Negative Politics (Fedor et al., 2008), looks at 
politics from the perspective of individuals, groups, and organizations from both a 
positive and negative perception.  Despite being more modern, this scale is still 10 years 
old.  Additionally, one of the most commonly used measures of perceptions of politics, 
Kacmar and Carlson’s (1992) POPs scale, is over twenty-five years old.  When we think 
of the rate at which modern organizations are evolving and the influence of such factors 
as technology and globalization, it is clear that we must also consider the possibility that 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  92 
the way in which politics are executed in organizations could evolve as well.  The 
political behavior scale created here began with the collection of numerous behavioral 
examples of organizational politics.  Through the collection of behavioral examples from 
a diverse group of respondents new items were created.  While the items contained in the 
final scale could likely have represented politics at the time Kacmar and Carlson’s (1992) 
scale was published, we can now be confident that the behaviors captured in the political 
behavior scale are also representative of organizational politics in the modern workplace.  
A second contribution of this study is the creation of a behavioral based measure 
of organizational politics with strong psychometric qualities.  Anderson (1994) noted 
many of the existing scales measuring organizational politics are deficient in numerous 
ways including the primary focus on perceptions as opposed to behavioral observations.  
Existing measures such as Kacmar and Ferris’ (1992) POPs scale include broad 
statements which are evaluative in nature.  By moving away from statements which are 
broad and evaluative and toward items which outline specific behaviors representative of 
the organizational politics construct we can alleviate some of the concerns associated 
with self-report scales. When completing the new political behavior scale, participants 
are asked to rate the frequency with which they have observed each behavior within their 
current workplace which helps to alleviate some of the bias inherent in perception-based 
scales.   
 In this paper the definitional (Gunn & Chen, 2006) and measurement issues 
(Ferris et al., 2002) surrounding organizational politics were examined.  Through 
examination of similarities and differences in existing definitions of organizational 
politics, it became clear that popular measures such as Kacmar and Ferris’ (1999) POPs 
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scale may not be measuring the full range of actions, behaviors, and environments 
contributing to overall organizational politics.  In order to continue the organizational 
politics field of research it seemed imperative that a more comprehensive measure be 
created.  To ensure better construct coverage in the creation of the new political behavior 
scale both the inductive and deductive approaches to item creation were utilized.  By 
capturing items from existing scales, we were able to ensure we are encompassing the 
work that has previously been conducted.  With the inductive approach of asking 
employees about their experiences in the workplace, we were able to capture real 
behaviors associated with politics and were able to generate a large number of items 
which were later reduced into the final scale.  As participants provided their workplace 
examples they were guided through a series of questions from general inquiries about 
overall politics to more specific questions about particular facets of the construct.  The 
detailed item generation process conducted here is not common in the scale development 
field, often researchers may use a process with much less rigor or one that leads to 
erroneous assumptions about the construct theory (DeVellis, 2010).  By using this more 
detailed process to generate the items contained within the political behavior scale we can 
have more confidence in the scales ability to offer better coverage of the overall 
organizational politics construct.   
 The new political behavior scale also furthers the existing research of 
organizational politics through the detailed validation process included in studies 2 and 3.  
Through the studies outlined above, this research examined the content, construct, and 
criterion-related validity.  It is important when creating a new measure that we ensure the 
items accurately and reliably capture the construct as defined (DeVellis, 2010).  The use 
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of validation and cross-validation with a holdout sample as well as examination of the 
nomological network provide support for the validity of this new measure.  One of the 
commonly reported issues with scales such as the POPs scale is a lack of strong 
dimensionality and construct validity (e.g., Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, & Toth, 1997; 
Nye & Witt, 1993).  Researchers have specifically noted difficulty in obtaining a three-
factor solution when using the POPs scale (Nye & Witt, 1993).  Evidence reported in this 
research support the new political behavior scale can be used both as an overall measure 
of political behavior, and as a measure of the five subdimensions.  The flexibility to use 
the new measure in either an overall or dimension focused manor will allow future 
researchers to examine their hypotheses in the way that aligns most closely with the 
theory they are examining.   
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research 
A strength of this study included the process being designed to address many of 
the gaps noted with previous research conducted into organizational politics.  In order to 
ensure better construct coverage was reached in the creation of this new measure, existing 
definitions were examined and narrowed until a new definition was created.  The point of 
this process was to create a clear definition outlining the parameters of organizational 
politics.  The creation and use of one common definition of organizational politics by all 
researchers in the field will allow for a deeper understanding and results that can be 
compared across studies.  The robust process of seeking behavioral examples from a 
variety of sources, including items from existing measures, and undergoing multiple 
reviews and validation of final factor structure serves as a solid strength supporting the 
validity of this new measure.  
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 This study also contributes to the clarification and improvement of organizational 
politics research by creating a measure which takes into account more behaviors, 
allowing for broader construct coverage.  Through an extensive process including focus 
groups, interviews, surveys, use of subject matter experts, validation and cross-validation, 
all conducted using diverse populations of respondents, an improved measure was 
created.  This process allowed for the collection of true experiences workers have in the 
modern workplace.  In addition to allowing for the collection and use of behavioral 
examples of politics, this also allowed for a modernization of the construct.  While the 
majority of items captured are consistent with actions that could have occurred in the 
1990’s when many existing scales were created, it was important to have taken into 
account the potential impact of technology on how political behaviors occur in the 
workplace.  Future researchers should more fully investigate the impact of technology on 
organizational politics.  Understanding whether technology enables, prevents, or has no 
impact on organizational politics will provide further understanding of the construct. 
 To further contribute to the understanding and improved measurement of 
organizational politics, all scale items are disclosed, validation and reliability information 
is published, and the scale was validated and cross validated at the dimension level as 
proposed.  These components of the study are specifically noted, as earlier studies have 
omitted this information, or potentially skipped these steps, limiting the ability to 
replicate results or fully understand the work of past researchers. 
Future researchers should also work to unify the definitions and measures being 
used in organizational politics research.  Until all researchers are using a unified approach 
to the study of organizational politics, there will not be progress in the understanding of 
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the construct.  With this series of studies, we have developed a measure of organizational 
politics that offers more extensive construct coverage.  With the addition of new 
dimensions, this measure also offers the opportunity to investigate politics at a more 
micro level.  While the existing organizational politics research has focused on overall 
POPs (Nye & Witt, 1993), we can gain a better understanding of how politics occur in 
organizations and the impact they have on various outcomes by focusing on the new 
political behavior dimensions.   
With the creation of this multidimensional political behavior scale, researchers 
should utilize the appropriate dimension level when creating and testing hypotheses.  If 
investigating a dimension level predictor or outcome, researchers should focus on 
individual dimensions of political behavior.  Similarly construct level hypotheses can still 
be conducted using the higher-order factor, overall political behavior.   
This new scale opens up a variety of options for continued and future research.  In 
order to examine criterion-related validity relationships between previously researched 
outcomes of organizational politics were reexamined using the new measure.  Further, in 
keeping with the argument that organizational politics is a multi-dimensional construct 
and should be measured as such, hypotheses were examined to better understand the 
relationships between individual dimensions of politics and various dimension level 
outcomes.   
A limitation of this study is the smaller scope of validating known relationships 
when reviewing the nomological network.  Extensive research has been conducted into 
the topic of organizational politics (Poon, 2003).  Key relationships with topics such as 
satisfaction, justice, and commitment were investigated to determine how they would 
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function with the new measure of political behaviors.  However, there are numerous other 
relationships which should be examined.  Future studies should continue to replicate 
existing organizational politics findings using the new political behavior scale.   
While the included research provides more support for the validity of this new 
scale there are numerous other antecedents, correlates, and outcomes of organizational 
politics which should also be reexamined using the new scale.  Future researchers may 
find that use of the new scale allows more insight into previously examined relationships.  
Specifically, researchers should further examine relationships between dimensions of the 
new measure and other constructs.  Additional research into how the five sub-dimensions 
as well as overall political behavior differentially relate to outcome variables such as the 
performance of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), the use of 
counterproductive workplace behaviors (CWBs), job performance, turnover, workplace 
incivility, and stress will help to further our understanding of the organizational politics 
construct as a whole.   
If researchers are able to pinpoint the component(s) of organizational politics that 
are contributing to specific outcomes these more specific findings will be more actionable 
and thus positive change can occur in organizational settings.  This would be beneficial to 
expanding the literature but could also encourage organizational members to measure 
organizational politics and act on their findings.   
As noted in the newly proposed definition of organizational politics, political 
behaviors can be enacted by an individual, group, or overall organization.  It is important 
that future researchers further investigate how organizational politics may manifest 
differently at each of these levels.  It is also important that future studies investigate how 
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individual, group, and organizational outcomes may differ.  For example, future 
researchers may examine how the presence of politics impacts organizational outcomes 
such as innovation and financial results.  If we are able to better understand the 
organization level outcomes of organizational politics we can better advise leaders as to 
the actions which may aid or hinder their attempts to shape organizational culture. 
Future researchers should also focus on additional opportunities to examine the 
relationships between political behavior, both overall and sub-dimensions, and various 
organizational outcomes.  Through a 2-part study, participants could be asked to 
complete the new scale during time 1, and later during time 2 report on various outcome 
variables such as intent to turnover, job satisfaction, and other relevant outcomes.  By 
separating the collection of the predictor and outcome variables future researchers can 
alleviate some of the common method bias inherent in self-report measures (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  This additional examination will allow future 
researchers to further examine the validity of this new measure.  
Additionally, future researchers should continue to gather additional validity 
evidence with different populations, especially cross-culturally to determine if the scale 
holds across populations.  Future research should also examine the difference in 
organizational politics across various job types.  It is possible that blue collar workers 
may experience politics differently than those working in corporate environments.  In this 
study support was not found for hypothesis 20 which proposed no significant relationship 
between organizational safety and either the dimension of overall level of political 
behaviors.  It is possible that this result could be impacted by the type of employee 
completing the study.  If corporate employees observe high levels of political behaviors 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  99 
in their workplace, do they perceive their work environment as less safe?  Given their 
perception of safety may relate to their job security, pay/promotion opportunities, and 
other items impacted by political work environments it is possible.  It would be very 
interesting to determine if job type moderates the relationship between political behaviors 
and organizational safety.  Future research should examine whether other samples such as 
employees at various job levels, employees in different industries, those in different 
cultures, or those who work remotely versus in a corporate setting experience 
organizational politics differently.   
Future research should also consider further refinement of the new scale.  Item 
response theory (IRT) analysis could help to further refine this scale by focusing on item 
characteristics versus the scale as a whole.  IRT analysis can help identify the best items 
which can then help reduce the overall number of needed items (DeVellis, 2012).  IRT 
analysis can also help to understand how strongly an item relates to the latent variable of 
political behavior, and where on the continuum of the measured attribute the individual 
item falls, both of which can impact reliability (DeVellis, 2012). Future refinement of this 
scale can help to ensure a short and reliable measure of political behaviors is available 
and used to further research the construct.  
Conclusion 
Organizational politics continues to be a major topic of research (Ferris & 
Hochwarter, 2011) targeted at understanding how politics impact employees at work, or 
what individual or organizational characteristics lead to increased politics at work.  The 
series of studies presented here contribute to the literature by returning to the start and 
asking “what is organizational politics?” and “how should we measure it?”.  By creating 
a sound measure of organizational politics which allows for multidimensional 
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examination of the construct, this study provides the foundation needed to unify 
organizational politics frameworks/definitions, and when implemented in studies will 
promote a common understanding of findings across studies.  
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Table 1 
Definitions of Organizational Politics 
Source Definition 
Pettigrew (1973, p. 207) Behavior by individuals, or, in collective terms by subunits, within an organization 
that makes a claim against the resource-sharing system of the organization 
Mayes and Allen (1977, p. 
675) 
The management of influence to obtain ends not sanctioned by the organization or to 
obtain sanctioned ends through non sanctioned influence means 
Tushman (1977, p. 207) The structure and process of the use of authority and power to effect definitions of 
goals, directions, and other major parameters of the organization 
Bacharach and Lawler (1980, 
p. 1) 
The tactical use of power to retain or obtain control of real or symbolic resources 
Pfeffer (1981, p. 7) Activities taken within organizations to acquire, develop, and use power and other 
resources to obtain one’s preferred outcomes in a situation in which there is 
uncertainty or dissensus about choices 
Mintzberg (1983, p. 172) Individual or group behavior that is informal, ostensibly parochial, typically divisive, 
and, above all, in the technical sense, illegitimate -- sanctioned not by formal 
authority, accepted ideology, or certified expertise 
Ferris, Russ, and Fandt 
(1989, p. 145) 
Social influence process in which behavior is strategically designed to maximize 
short-term or long-term self-interest, which is either consistent with or at the expense 
of others’ interests (where self-interest maximization refers to the attainment of 
positive outcomes and prevention of negative outcomes) 
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Ferris, Fedor, and King 
(1994, p.4) 
The management of shared meaning, which focuses on the subjective evaluation and 
interpretations of meaning rather than on the view that meanings are inherent, 
objective properties of situations; from the standpoint of managerial political 
behavior, the objective is to manage the meaning of situations in such a way as to 
produce desired, self-serving responses or outcomes 
Bacharach and Lawler (1998, 
p. 69) 
The efforts of individuals or groups in organizations to mobilize support for or 
opposition to organizational strategies, policies, or practices in which they have a 
stake or interest 
Kacmar and Baron (1999, p. 
4) 
Individuals’ actions that are directed toward the goal of furthering their own self-
interest without regard for the well-being of others or their organization 
Randall, Cropanzano, 
Bormann, and Birjulin (1999, 
p. 161) 
Unsanctioned influence attempts that seek to promote self-interest at the expense of 
organizational goals 
Valle and Perrewe (2000, p. 
361) 
The exercise of tactical influence, which is strategically goal directed, rational, 
conscious, and intended to promote self-interest, either at the expense of or in support 
of others’ interests 
Ferris et al. (2005, p. 127 - 
Political Skill) 
The ability to effectively understand others at work and to use such knowledge to 
influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s personal or organizational 
objectives 
Atinc, Darrat, Fuller, & 
Parker (2010, p. 494) 
Behaviors not sanctioned by the organization and characterized by self-interest 
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Table 2   
Characteristics to consider in defining Organizational Politics (Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011, 
p.442) 
Characteristic 
Volitional vs. Automatic Behavior 
Self- vs. Other- vs. Group- vs. Organization vs. 
Society-serving Behaviors 
Triggered by Perceived Scarce Resources (threat) vs. 
Abundant Resources (opportunity) 
Formal vs. Informal Job Responsibility 
At the Expense of Others vs Benefit of Others 
Negative vs. Neutral vs. Positive Tone 
Occurring at One Level vs. Multiple Levels (and all 
contained combinations)  
Exercising vs. Conserving Influence Resources 
Obtaining Rewards vs. Minimizing Sanctions vs. 
Maintaining the Status Quo 
Primary Work Location vs. Remote Location 
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Table 3 
Organizational Politics Scales 
Scale Researchers Details Number of 
Items/Dimensions 
& Type 
Experience of Workplace 
Politics 
Gandz & Murray (1980) • 3 part questionnaire 
o Part 1 - Questions pertaining to extent to 
which politics are discussed, impact of 
political considerations on org. processes 
(pay, promotion, disciplinary penalties, 
cooperation); levels in org. where politics 
are most prevalent; respondent feelings 
about impact of politics on org. 
effectiveness & success 
o Part 2 - Demographic information; 
previous job responsibility/experience; 
org. characteristics 
o Part 3 - Respondents asked to provide 
details about an actual situation that was 
“a good example of workplace politics in 
action” 
• 3 sections 
• Survey - Self-
report 
 
Structurationist Account of 
Political Culture 
Riley (1983) • Interview questions about organizational 
politics embedded in normal interview to 
appear “natural” 
o Series of questions about political 
behavior observed by respondent, 
comparisons with other organizations 
where respondents have worked, types 
of decisions involving org. politics, 
strategies used in org. politics 
• 4 Questions 
• Interview 
Politics of Strategic 
Decision Making 
Eisenhardt & Bourgeois 
(1988) 
• Interview assessment conducted with 
different level employees (CEO, Sr. 
Leadership, Individual Team Members) 
• Requires 
contact with 
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o Identified major organizational 
decisions identified by CEO and 
obtained perspectives on these 
decisions from other members of the 
org. to identify areas where politics 







Ferris & Kacmar (1991, 
1992) 
• Original scale broken into 3 factors - 
Supervisor Political Behavior, Coworker and 
Clique Behavior, Organizational Policies and 
Practices 
• More recent version also includes 3 factors - 
Go Along to Get Ahead, General Political 
Behavior, and Pay and Promotion Policies 
• Different 
versions of 
scale exist with 
differing 
numbers of 
items (31, 12, 
15) 
• 3 dimensions 
• Self-report 
Dysfunctional Office and 
Organizational Politics 
Scale (DOOP)  
Anderson (1994) • Measure focusing on negative events 
associated with organizational politics 
• Long Form 21 
items 
• Short Form 10 
items 
• Self-report 
Influence of Political 
Behavior on Strategic 
Decision Effectiveness 
Dean & Sharfman (1996) • Series of questions to identify the influence of 
political behaviors on the effectiveness of 
strategic decisions made in organizations 
• 4 items 
• Self-report 
Political Considerations in 
Performance Appraisal 
Tziner, Latham, Price, & 
Haccoun (1996) 
• Measure developed to examine the extent to 
which individuals perceive performance 
appraisals are affected by organizational 
politics 




Darr & Johns (2004) • Questions developed to capture context-
specific nature of academic politics related to 
decision-making 
• 16 items 
• Self-report 
Political Behavior Treadway, Hochwarter, 
Kacmar, & Ferris (2005) 
• Measure developed to capture organizational 
behavior 
• 6 items 
• Self-report 
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• Covers areas including politicking, 
interpersonal influence, and unofficial means 
of accomplishing tasks 
Management and Politics Buchanan (2008) • Scale contains 5 sections  
• Section 1 - frequency of experienced political 
behaviors 
• Sections 2 & 3 - general perceptions of org. 
politics 
• Section 4 - Personal, organizational, and 
change-related consequences of political 
behavior 
• Section 5 - Demographics 






Perceptions of Positive and 
Negative Politics 
Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer, & 
Bettenhausen (2008) 
• Scale contains 6 sections 
• Section 1 - Positive / Individual - results of 
action lead to positive results for individual 
• Section 2 - Positive / Group - results of action 
lead to positive results for group 
• Section 3 - Positive / Organization - results of 
action lead to positive results for organization 
• Section 4 - Negative / Individual - results of 
action lead to negative results for individual 
• Section 5 - Negative / Group - results of 
action lead to negative results for group 
• Section 6 - Negative / Organization - results 
of action lead to negative results for 
organization 
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Table 4 
Existing Scale Items 
Scale of Origin Items 
Perceptions of Organizational 
Politics (POPs) Scale 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991,1992) 
1. People in this organization attempt to build themselves up by tearing others 
down 
2. Employees are encouraged to speak out frankly even when they are critical 
of well-established ideas 
3. Agreeing with powerful other is the best alternative in this organization. 
4. It is best not to rock the boat in this organization. 
5. Sometimes it is easier to remain quiet than to fight the system. 
6. Telling others what they want to hear is sometimes better than telling the 
truth. 
7. It is safer to think what you are told than to make up your own mind. 
8. Since I have worked in the department, I have never seen the pay and 
promotion policies applied politically. 
9. The stated pay and promotion policies have nothing to do with how pay 
raises and promotions are determined. 
10. When it comes to pay raises and promotion decisions, policies are 
irrelevant. 
11. Promotions around here are not valued much because how they are 
determined is so political. 
 
Dysfunctional Office and 
Organizational Politics Scale 
(DOOP) 
Anderson (1994) 
12. A conflict between two or more persons or groups was resolved by who 
held the most power rather than what would have made sense and would 
have worked better. 
13. A person or group “got even” in some way with another person or group. 
14. Information about what was going on at work was withheld from a person 
or group. 
15. Information was reported about a person or group that had been 
intentionally exaggerated, misconstrued and/or made mostly untrue by 
some other person or group.  
16. A person or group was led to believe one thing when another was clearly 
true. 
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17. A person’s or group’s worthwhile efforts or initiatives were intentionally 
undermined. 
18. Confidential or unfavorable information about a person or group was 
reported and/or released in order to gain a special advantage. 
19. A person or group who looked at things differently and had different points 
of view was punished and/or silenced by another person or group. 
20. An organizational decision was based on self-interest rather than what 
made sense and would have worked better.  
Political Behavior 
Treadway, Hochwarter, Kacmar, & 
Ferris (2005) 
21. I use my interpersonal skills to influence people at work. 
22. I let others at work know of my accomplishments. 
23. I work behind the scenes to see that my work group is taken care of. 
24. Active politicking is an important part of my job. 
25. I use politicking at work as a way to ensure that things get done.  
Management and Politics 
Buchanan (2008) 
26. If necessary to achieve organizational goals, I am prepared to hurt others. 
27. If necessary to achieve personal goals, I am prepared to hurt others. 
Perceptions of Positive and Negative 
Politics Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer, & 
Bettenhausen (2008) 
28. Favoritism rather than merit determines who gets ahead in my work group. 
29. People in this organization who use their power are the ones who get what 
they want. 
30. I have seen changes made in policies here that only serve the purposes of a 
few individuals, not the work unit or the organization. 
Politics Perceptions Measure 
(Positive & Negative) Hill 
(Dissertation) 
31. I often need to influence others to get the best results I can achieve. 
32. My job is easier because other people use politics. 
33. I would not be as successful without the use of some political behavior on 
my part.  
34. I often need to influence others to get the best results I can achieve. 
35. My job is easier because other people use politics. 
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Table 5 
Study 1 Behavioral Frequency Scale Items 






1 Employee forms a group of colleagues to move 
their own efforts forward 
Student Focus Groups 
 
4.75 6.25 5.25 
2 Employees form a group to go around a higher-
ranking leader's decision 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.75 6.75 6.25 
3 An employee obtains informal support of other 
employees to accumulate power within the 
organization 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.50 6.75 6.50 
4 An employee forms a personal relationship with 
the supervisor 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.50 4.00 6.25 
5 Pay increases are determined based on whether an 
individual is liked 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.75 6.25 6.75 
6 Hiring decisions are made based on who the leader 
would like to work with 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.75 5.75 6.50 
7 An Individual is hired because they have a 
personal connection to the hiring manager 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.50 6.25 6.25 
8 An individual is hired because they are related to 
the hiring manager 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.75 5.75 6.50 
9 Leader withholds available materials from team in 
order to ensure the employees do more with less 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.00 6.00 6.67 
10 An employee is given a job or task they are not 
qualified to do in order to make that individual 
look bad to others 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.25 6.50 5.75 
11 A leader repeatedly reminds employees of past 
failures in order to influence the employees to 
work harder 
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.50 6.00 6.25 
12 A leader withholds performance data and goal 
progress in order to drive employees to work 
harder  
Student Focus Groups 
 
5.75 6.00 4.75 
13 A leader exaggerates a deadline to their team to 
reap personal benefit when the project is completed 
early.  
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.50 6.75 6.50 
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14 An employee threatens to leave their job for 
another employment opportunity in order to obtain 
a pay increase from their current employer.  
Student Focus Groups 
 
6.50 6.00 5.75 
15 Leader takes credit for work done by team in order 
to boost their own career 
Interviews 6.75 7.00 6.50 
16 Decisions are made based on what will appeal to 
the preferences of senior leadership despite 
negative business impact 
Interviews 6.00 5.75 5.75 
17 Leader invites some team members to social 
activities outside working hours but excludes other 
employees 
Interviews 6.50 6.00 6.25 
18 One team member takes credit for the work of a 
group in order to advance their own career 
Interviews 6.75 6.75 6.50 
19 One team member takes credit for an idea that was 
a product of teamwork 
Interviews 6.50 6.50 6.50 
20 The leader does not allow team members to 
communicate with higher level leadership in order 
to filter information going to those individuals 
Interviews 6.25 6.50 6.00 
21 Leaders meet with employees not on their team to 
obtain information about their own peers 
Interviews 6.25 6.25 6.25 
22 Individual employees meet in advance of a 
decision-making meeting to influence "votes" of 
attendees 
Interviews 6.25 6.75 5.50 
23 Leader makes pay increase decisions based on how 
much he/she likes each team member 
Interviews 6.75 6.50 6.25 
24 Leaders pay family members or friends higher 
starting salaries than other new employees 
Interviews 6.25 6.00 5.50 
25 Despite strong fiscal performance at the 
organization level, leaders manipulate performance 
scores to avoid paying high bonus payouts to 
employees 
Interviews 6.50 6.25 5.50 
26 Employees are promoted based on relationships 
rather than merit or experience 
Interviews 6.75 7.00 6.50 
27 Underqualified employees are promoted because 
their leader needs to appear competent at 
developing employees 
Interviews 6.50 6.25 6.00 
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28 Leaders use connections to obtain resources for 
their group outside of allotted resources  
Interviews 6.25 6.75 6.00 
29 Conflict is avoided when those high in power are 
involved in an effort to avid negative consequences 
Interviews 6.00 6.00 6.25 
30 In times of conflict employees determine who is on 
which side and build a coalition before moving 
forward 
Interviews 5.50 6.25 6.00 
31 Conflict is resolved based on the opinion of the 
person with the most power 
Interviews 6.00 5.50 6.25 
32 Employees at lower levels avoid conflict with 
those high in power as it may be detrimental to 
their careers 
Interviews 6.25 6.50 6.50 
33 Leaders or teams execute programs they know are 
not beneficial in order to avoid conflict 
Interviews 6.25 6.25 6.25 
34 Employees agree with an idea they know is not in 
the best interest of the company because it is less 
detrimental to their careers than disagreeing with 
those in power 
Interviews 6.25 6.00 5.75 
35 Employees accept projects they believe are 
unnecessary because appearing busy is more 
important than adding value 
Interviews 6.25 5.00 6.00 
36 Employees state they do not need a tool/program 
they had previously requested because someone in 
power indicated they believed it was not needed 
Interviews 6.25 6.25 6.00 
37 Leaders present elevated results to ensure their 
departments appear to be high performing 
Interviews 6.50 6.25 6.25 
38 Leader isolates team members to extract 
information about other team members 
Interviews 6.25 6.25 5.75 
39 Leader does not push back against their peers 
despite negative impact on their team 
Interviews 6.25 4.75 6.25 
40 Employees do not push back against powerful 
others even when they know the outcome will be 
negative 
Interviews 6.25 6.00 6.50 
41 Employee will make other employees feel 
important in order to align those employees to their 
desired outcome  
Interviews 6.25 6.50 6.25 
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42 Employee will engage in inappropriate 
conversations with other employees during 
working hours to build relationships and leverage 
the information learned during the conversations 
Interviews 6.00 6.25 6.50 
43 Employees selectively build networks with 
individuals who can positively influence their 
career progression 
Interviews 6.50 6.75 6.25 
44 Employees treat those who can benefit them much 
better than those who have limited influence 
Interviews 5.75 6.25 6.50 
45 Leaders use their status to avoid completing tasks 
they do not enjoy 
Interviews 6.25 6.50 6.50 
46 Employees remind others of past favors in order to 
gain alignment on a current project 
Interviews 6.25 7.00 6.25 
47 Employees have others secretly join conference 
calls to gather information about other employees  
Interviews 6.00 6.00 4.75 
48 Employee elevates the criticality of their work as 
part of a team project in order to appear more 
important or valuable  
Interviews 6.25 6.50 6.25 
49 Employees do not share information or train other 
employees in order to continue being the sole 
expert in their area 
Interviews 6.75 7.00 6.00 
50 Employee shares information about a confidential 
project in order to gain favor with other employees  
Interviews 6.75 6.75 6.00 
51 Leader presents only the data which puts their team 
in a positive light, omitting any negative results 
Interviews 6.50 6.50 6.25 
52 Employee discredits the qualifications of another 
employee in order to make themselves look good 
Interviews 6.75 6.50 6.50 
53 Employee references support of powerful other in 
order to gain support for their project 
Interviews 6.00 7.00 6.25 
54 Employee ensures they are seen with top level 
leaders at company events in order to establish 
their own status 
Interviews 6.50 6.75 6.25 
55 Leaders present only the information that will 
motivate their team in an effort to get improved 
performance  
Interviews 5.75 5.75 6.00 
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56 Leader builds relationships with those in power to 
ensure their team receives necessary tools and 
resources  
Interviews 6.75 6.75 6.75 
57 Ideas are socialized with key influential 
stakeholders before they are brought forward to 
decision makers in order to ensure the idea moves 
forward 
Snowball Sample 5.75 6.00 6.00 
58 Employees must know each leader’s interpretation 
of organizational policies and behave accordingly 
in order to be successful 
Snowball Sample 5.50 6.00 5.75 
59 Bad behavior of those high in power is not 
addressed even when it leads to negative 
consequences for their team 
Snowball Sample 5.50 5.00 5.50 
60 Despite exceptional performance and employee is 
given a low pay increase as the leader does not 
want to be perceived as a light rater  
Snowball Sample 6.50 5.50 6.50 
61 A leader builds strategic relationships within the 
organization in order to ensure their team receives 
needed resources  
Snowball Sample 6.50 6.75 6.25 
62 An employee shares information with other 
employees to receive information in return 
Snowball Sample 6.50 6.75 6.50 
63 An employee is unable to be promoted because 
they have not built necessary relationships 
Snowball Sample 6.50 5.50 6.00 
64 An employee withholds necessary information 
about procedures from fellow employees in order 
to ensure their own status as the top performer  
Snowball Sample 6.25 6.75 6.25 
65 Employees allocate their time to those projects 
which will give them the most exposure to senior 
leadership 
Snowball Sample 6.50 7.00 6.25 
66 An employee uses gossip to portray another 
employee in a negative light 
Snowball Sample 6.75 6.75 7.00 
67 An employee progresses with a project in a 
direction they know is not best simply because 
leadership prefers that course of action 
Snowball Sample 6.50 5.75 6.25 
68 Employees who speak out when they perceive 
something is wrong are labeled as "trouble makers" 
Snowball Sample 6.50 5.25 6.00 
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69 Employees continue working on a failing project 
only because a high-powered leader sponsored the 
project 
Snowball Sample 6.25 6.00 6.00 
70 Employees are unwilling to suggest new ideas or 
processes if the consensus in the room favors the 
status quo 
Snowball Sample 5.00 5.50 5.75 
71 Contracts with external vendors are influenced by 
relationships between consultants and internal 
leadership 
Snowball Sample 4.50 5.75 5.25 
72 New initiatives are not executed because senior 
leaders prefer the status quo and employees are 
unwilling to rock the boat 
Snowball Sample 5.50 5.75 6.00 
73 An employee reminds a coworker of past support 
in order to gain support on a current project 
Snowball Sample 6.25 6.75 6.50 
74 A leader shares information with employees and 
other leaders to gauge their reaction and encourage 
them to share additional knowledge in return  
Snowball Sample 6.00 3.50 6.50 
75 An employee hoards information in order to appear 
more critical to the organization 
Snowball Sample 6.50 6.50 5.75 
76 An employee informs others of the support they 
have obtained from senior leaders in order to gain 
alignment from the group 
Snowball Sample 6.25 6.75 6.50 
77 A leader refuses to make changes within his 
department which will lead to efficiencies because 
the leader does not want to lose headcount for fear 
of appearing less powerful 
Snowball Sample 5.25 5.75 5.50 
78 An employee takes credit for the work of another 
employee or group of employees in order to make 
themselves look more productive  
Snowball Sample 6.50 7.00 6.75 
79 Employees keep their heads down and avoid 
drawing attention to themselves in order to avoid 
negative attention  
MTurk 6.50 5.50 6.00 
80 Leaders question employees to gain information 
they can use to influence other leaders 
MTurk 6.25 6.25 6.25 
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81 An employee receives exceptions to organization 
policies due to a personal relationship with 
someone in power  
MTurk 6.50 7.00 6.00 
82 Employees will only provide feedback via 
anonymous outlets as they do not feel safe sharing 
feedback publicly  
MTurk 5.75 4.50 6.00 
83 Employees avoid necessary conflict in order to 
protect their personal relationships  
MTurk 6.00 6.00 6.25 
84 An employee files false complaints about another 
employee who they do not like in order to bring 
about negative consequences for that person 
MTurk 6.50 6.25 5.50 
85 A leader has specific rules for how his/her team 
interacts with leaders who are higher in the 
organizational hierarchy  
MTurk 5.75 4.25 4.75 
86 Stakeholdering is conducted throughout the 
organization in order to ensure a smooth transition 
during periods of change  
MTurk 3.75 5.33 5.33 
87 Leaders denied past communications around how 
work should be done when the process they shared 
was unsuccessful or wrong  
MTurk 4.00 5.75 5.75 
88 The "real" meeting where decisions are made takes 
place outside of the official meetings 
MTurk 6.00 6.00 6.00 
89 An employee is left off of a meeting invite because 
they are not part of the in group in the office 
MTurk 6.75 5.25 6.25 
90 Employees use instant messaging and/or text 
messaging to have side conversations about the 
topic being discussed in business meetings 
MTurk 6.50 5.00 5.00 
91 The quality of projects/tasks assigned to employees 
is based on their connections to powerful others  
MTurk 6.75 6.75 6.50 
92 Applicants are interviewed despite lack of 
qualification if they have a close tie to someone in 
power within the company 
MTurk 6.50 6.50 6.50 
93 A group of employees sabotages a high performing 
employee to ensure performance standards are not 
set too high 
MTurk 6.75 7.00 6.25 
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94 A leader withholds results of a project if those 
results will portray him/her or the team in a 
negative light 
MTurk 6.50 6.50 5.75 
95 Leaders direct their team to withhold information 
and resources from other departments in order to 
appear more successful  
MTurk 6.25 7.00 6.25 
96 Employees make themselves look good by 
pointing out flaws or mistakes made by other 
employees 
MTurk 6.50 6.50 6.25 
97 Information is shared only with those in a leader's 
inner circle 
MTurk 6.50 5.75 6.00 
98 Individual employees become territorial of work 
and refuse help from other areas in order to 
highlight the importance of their own role  
MTurk 6.50 6.75 6.75 
99 An employee is promoted because they have 
formed relationships with senior leadership  
MTurk 6.50 6.25 6.25 
100 An employee is promoted after completing 
personal favors for someone in power within the 
organization 
MTurk 6.75 6.50 6.75 
101 An employee who has earned a promotion is not 
given one as the leader does not want to lose a key 
player on their team  
MTurk 6.00 6.00 6.00 
102 An employee who has earned a promotion is not 
given one as someone in senior leadership does not 
like the employee 
MTurk 6.25 6.50 6.50 
103 An employee is promoted because they are liked 
by the leader even though they have not shown 
strong performance 
MTurk 6.75 6.25 6.50 
104 An individual is hired because they are friends 
with the hiring manager or have a connection 
within the company 
MTurk 6.50 6.50 6.75 
105 A leader forces an exception to the selection 
process in order to hire someone they like who is 
unqualified 
MTurk 6.75 6.50 6.25 
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106 Leaders make deals outside the standard budgeting 
process to ensure their team has the resources they 
need 
MTurk 6.50 6.75 4.50 
107 Employees who are well connected are able to 
obtain additional resources to support their own 
development 
MTurk 6.50 6.75 6.50 
108 Project funding is directly related to how positively 
the project will impact the leader's standing in the 
organization 
MTurk 5.75 5.5 5.00 
109 Key projects or clients are assigned to those 
employees who are well connected to ensure they 
will receive the highest commissions/bonuses  
MTurk 6.00 6.00 5.25 
110 Quality and location of workspace is dependent on 
your relationship with the leader 
MTurk 6.25 6.00 5.25 
111 Employees who openly disagree with leadership 
are removed from the organization 
MTurk 6.50 5.75 6.00 
112 Employees go along with a plan they do not agree 
with because disagreeing could anger senior 
leaders 
MTurk 6.50 6.00 6.00 
113 Employees go along with an idea presented by a 
coworker in order to secure that employee's 
support of their own idea 
MTurk 5.50 6.50 6.25 
114 An employee does not raise concerns about a 
project because to do so would put their leader in a 
negative light  
MTurk 6.25 6.00 6.50 
115 Employee's ignore rule breaking by leaders in 
order to stay on the leader's good side 
MTurk 6.25 6.50 6.25 
116 An employee violates company policy or allows 
others to do so in order to avoid conflict  
MTurk 6.25 6.25 6.50 
117 An employee compromises unnecessarily in order 
to keep the peace with others on the team 
MTurk 6.50 4.75 6.50 
118 Employees agree with those in power to avoid 
damaging conflict with those individuals 
MTurk 6.25 6.50 6.50 
119 An employee allows another team member to take 
the lead on a project in order to cash in on this 
favor at a later date 
MTurk 6.75 6.75 6.75 
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120 Leaders give meaningless title changes to 
employees without any benefits of promotion in 
order to make those receiving the new titles feel 
important 
MTurk 6.25 6.00 5.25 
121 Leaders allow employees to leave early on slow 
days and later ask those employees to stay late on 
days when workload is high 
MTurk 6.25 5.50 6.00 
122 Information is withheld from someone leading a 
project in an attempt to make the project fail and 
make that individual look unsuccessful  
MTurk 6.50 6.50 6.25 
123 An employee shares negative information about 
another employee to make that individual look less 
qualified 
MTurk 6.25 6.75 6.25 
124 Information is shared regarding other employee's 
performance in order to motivate other team 
members to higher levels of performance  
MTurk 6.00 5.75 5.25 
125 When a project is not approved by the employee’s 
direct leader, the employee leverages someone 
with more power in the organization to move the 
project forward 
MTurk 5.50 6.50 5.75 
126 Employees make themselves look good by making 
other employees look bad 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
6.50 6.50 6.25 
127 Employees are discouraged from speaking out 
when they are critical of existing ideas or processes 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
6.75 4.75 5.75 
128 Employees must agree with powerful others in the 
organization in order to protect their own career 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
6.50 6.50 6.50 
129 Employees do not rock the boat in order to protect 
their career 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
6.00 6.00 6.75 
130 Employees do not speak up because it is easier to 
not fight the system 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
6.25 5.25 6.50 
131 Employees tell others what they want to hear, even 
if it is not the truth 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
6.50 4.75 6.25 
132 Employees go with what they are told instead of 
making up their own mind 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
6.50 5.00 6.50 
133 Pay and promotion decisions are rarely based 
solely on organizational policies 
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
5.00 4.75 4.75 
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134 Promotions have limited value because they are 
determined based on the leader’s own preferences  
Ferris & Kacmar (1991-
1992) 
5.25 5.75 5.25 
135 Conflicts between individuals or groups are 
resolved based on who has the most power  
Anderson (1994) 6.50 6.25 6.00 
136 Employees often feel the need to "get even" in 
some way with another person or group 
Anderson (1994) 5.00 5.00 6.00 
137 Employees do not receive information about what 
is going on at work 
Anderson (1994) 6.00 4.00 6.25 
138 Information about an employee is intentionally 
exaggerated or misconstrued by another employee 
or group 
Anderson (1994) 6.25 4.75 6.25 
139 Employees are led to believe one thing when 
another is clearly the truth  
Anderson (1994) 6.50 4.50 6.50 
140 An employee's worthwhile efforts or initiatives are 
intentionally undermined  
Anderson (1994) 5.00 6.00 5.50 
141 Confidential or unfavorable information about an 
employee is intentionally shared in order to gain 
special advantage  
Anderson (1994) 6.33 6.67 6.33 
142 Employees or groups who have differing points of 
view are punished or silenced by another employee 
or group 
Anderson (1994) 6.00 5.50 6.00 
143 Organizational decisions are made based on self-
interest rather than what makes the most sense for 
the company 
Anderson (1994) 6.25 6.25 6.25 
144 Employees use interpersonal skills to influence 
people at work  
Treadway et al. (2005) 6.25 6.25 6.75 
145 Employees ensure others are aware of their 
accomplishments  
Treadway et al. (2005) 6.25 5.50 6.25 
146 Leaders work behind the scenes to ensure their 
team is taken care of 
Treadway et al. (2005) 6.50 4.00 6.25 
147 Employees actively engage in politics as part of 
their job 
Treadway et al. (2005) 5.75 5.75 6.50 
148 Employees use interpersonal connections at work 
to ensure things get done  
Treadway et al. (2005) 7.00 6.50 6.75 
149 Employees are prepared to harm others in order to 
achieve their own organizational goals 
Buchanan (2008) 6.25 6.75 6.50 
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150 Employees are prepared to harm others in order to 
achieve their own personal goals 
Buchanan (2008) 6.25 6.25 6.25 
151 Employees who are in good favor with top leaders 
are promoted over those who have earned a 
promotion 
Fedor et al. (2008) 
 
5.50 6.00 5.75 
152 Employees who use their power are the ones who 
get what they want  
Fedor et al. (2008) 
 
5.25 5.50 5.25 
153 Employees often need to influence others to get the 
best results  
Hill (Dissertation, 2017) 6.50 6.25 6.50 
154 Political behavior leads to success for employees 
and work groups  
Hill (Dissertation, 2017) 4.75 5.75 5.75 
155 Employees use influence to make changes to 
policies which benefit only a few people  
Hill (Dissertation, 2017) 6.00 6.50 6.50 
156 Employees trade favors, pay complements, and 
establish strong working relationships in order to 
succeed  
Hill (Dissertation, 2017) 6.25 6.00 6.50 
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Table 6 
Study 1 SME Ratings Round 1 
Q# Item Removal / Edit Decision 
1 Employee forms a group of colleagues to move their own efforts 
forward 
Item cut due to overlap 
2 Employees form a group to go around a higher-ranking leader's decision  
3 An employee obtains informal support of other employees to accumulate 
power within the organization 
 
4 An employee forms a personal relationship with the supervisor  
5 Pay increases are determined based on whether an individual is liked  
6 Hiring decisions are made based on who the leader would like to work 
with 
 
7 An Individual is hired because they have a personal connection to the 
hiring manager 
 
8 An individual is hired because they are related to the hiring manager Item cut due to overlap 
9 Leader withholds available materials from team in order to ensure the 
employees do more with less 
 
10 An employee is given a job or task they are not qualified to do in order 
to make that individual look bad to others 
 
11 A leader repeatedly reminds employees of past failures in order to 
influence the employees to work harder 
 
12 A leader withholds performance data and goal progress in order to drive 
employees to work harder  
Item cut due to SME feedback 
13 A leader exaggerates a deadline to their team to gain personal benefit 
when the project is completed early.  
Edited for clarity 
14 An employee threatens to leave their job for another employment 
opportunity in order to obtain a pay increase from their current 
employer.  
 
15 Leader takes credit for work done by team in order to boost their own 
career 
 
16 Decisions are made based on what will appeal to the preferences of 
senior leadership despite negative business impact 
 
17 Leader invites some team members to social activities outside working 
hours but excludes other employees 
 
18 One team member takes credit for the work of a group in order to 
advance their own career 
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19 One team member takes credit for an idea that was a product of 
teamwork 
Item cut due to overlap 
20 The leader does not allow team members to communicate with higher 
level leadership in order to filter information going to those individuals 
 
21 Leaders meet with employees who are not on their team to obtain 
information about their own peers 
Edited for clarity 
22 Individual employees meet in advance of a decision-making meeting to 
influence "votes" of attendees 
 
23 Leader makes pay increase decisions based on how much he/she likes 
each team member 
 
24 Leaders pay family members or friends higher starting salaries than 
other new employees 
 
25 Despite strong fiscal performance at the organization level, leaders 
manipulate performance scores to avoid paying high bonus payouts to 
employees 
Item cut due to overlap 
26 Employees are promoted based on relationships rather than merit or 
experience 
 
27 Underqualified employees are promoted because their leader needs to 
appear competent at developing employees 
 
28 Leaders use connections to obtain resources for their group outside of 
allotted resources  
 
29 Conflict is avoided when those high in power are involved in an effort to 
avid negative consequences 
Item cut due to overlap 
30 In times of conflict employees determine who is on which side and build 
a coalition before moving forward 
 
31 Conflict is resolved based on the opinion of the person with the most 
power 
 
32 Employees at lower levels avoid conflict with those high in power as it 
may be detrimental to their careers 
 
33 Leaders or teams execute programs they know are not beneficial in order 
to avoid conflict 
 
34 Employees agree with an idea they know is not in the best interest of the 
company because it is less detrimental to their careers than disagreeing 
with those in power 
 
35 Employees accept projects they believe are unnecessary because 
appearing busy is more important than adding value 
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36 Employees state they do not need a tool/program they had previously 
requested because someone in power indicated they believed it was not 
needed 
 
37 Leaders present elevated results to ensure their departments appear to be 
high performing 
 
38 Leader isolates team members to extract information about other team 
members 
 
39 Leader does not push back against their peers despite negative impact on 
their team 
 
40 Employees do not push back against powerful others even when they 
know the outcome will be negative 
 
41 Employee will make other employees feel important in order to align 
those employees to their desired outcome  
 
42 Employee will engage in inappropriate conversations with other 
employees during working hours to build relationships and leverage the 
information learned during the conversations 
 
43 Employees selectively build networks with individuals who can 
positively influence their career progression 
 
44 Employees treat those who can benefit them much better than those who 
have limited influence 
 
45 Leaders use their status to avoid completing tasks they do not enjoy  
46 Employees remind others of past favors in order to gain alignment on a 
current project 
 
47 Employees have others secretly join conference calls to gather 
information about other employees  
Item cut due to SME feedback 
48 Employee elevates the importance of their work as part of a team project 
in order to appear more important or valuable  
Edited for clarity 
49 Employees do not share information or train other employees in order to 
continue being the sole expert in their area 
 
50 Employee shares information about a confidential project in order to 
gain favor with other employees  
 
51 Leader presents only the data which puts their team in a positive light, 
omitting any negative results 
 
52 Employee discredits the qualifications of another employee in order to 
make themselves look good 
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53 Employee references support of powerful other in order to gain support 
for their project 
 
54 Employee ensures they are seen with top level leaders at company 
events in order to establish their own status 
 
55 Leaders present only the information that will motivate their team in an 
effort to get improved performance  
 
56 Leader builds relationships with those in power to ensure their team 
receives necessary tools and resources  
 
57 Ideas are socialized with key influential stakeholders before they are 
brought forward to decision makers in order to ensure the idea moves 
forward 
Item cut due to SME feedback 
58 Employees must know each leader’s interpretation of organizational 
policies and behave accordingly in order to be successful 
Item cut due to SME feedback 
59 Bad behavior of senior leaders is not addressed even when it leads to 
negative consequences for their team 
Edited for clarity 
60 Despite exceptional performance and employee is given a low pay 
increase as the leader does not want to be perceived as a light rater  
 
61 A leader builds strategic relationships within the organization in order to 
ensure their team receives needed resources  
Item cut due to overlap 
62 An employee shares information with other employees to receive 
information in return 
 
63 An employee is unable to be promoted because they have not built 
necessary relationships 
 
64 An employee withholds necessary information about procedures from 
fellow employees in order to ensure their own status as the top 
performer  
 
65 Employees allocate their time to those projects which will give them the 
most exposure to senior leadership 
 
66 An employee uses gossip to portray another employee in a negative light  
67 An employee progresses with a project in a direction they know is not 
best simply because leadership prefers that course of action 
 
68 Employees who speak out when they perceive something is wrong are 
labeled as "trouble makers" 
 
69 Employees continue working on a failing project only because a high-
powered leader sponsored the project 
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70 Employees are unwilling to suggest new ideas or processes if the 
consensus in the room favors the status quo 
Item cut due to overlap 
71 Contracts with external vendors are influenced by relationships between 
consultants and internal leadership 
Item cut due to low SME ratings 
72 New initiatives are not executed because senior leaders prefer the status 
quo and employees are unwilling to rock the boat 
 
73 An employee reminds a coworker of past support in order to gain 
support on a current project 
 
74 A leader shares information with employees and other leaders to gauge 
their reaction before making a decision  
Edited for clarity 
75 An employee hoards information in order to appear more critical to the 
organization 
 
76 An employee informs others of the support they have obtained from 
senior leaders in order to gain alignment from the group 
 
77 A leader refuses to make changes within his department which will lead 
to efficiencies because the leader does not want to lose headcount for 
fear of appearing less powerful 
Item cut due to low SME ratings 
78 An employee takes credit for the work of another employee or group of 
employees in order to make themselves look more productive  
 
79 Employees keep their heads down and avoid drawing attention to 
themselves in order to avoid negative attention  
 
80 Leaders question employees to gain information they can use to 
influence other leaders 
 
81 An employee receives exceptions to organizational policies due to a 
personal relationship with someone in power  
 
82 Employees will only provide feedback via anonymous outlets as they do 
not feel safe sharing feedback publicly  
 
83 Employees avoid necessary conflict in order to protect their personal 
relationships  
 
84 An employee files false complaints about another employee who they do 
not like in order to bring about negative consequences for that person 
 
85 A leader has specific rules for how his/her team interacts with leaders 
who are higher in the organizational hierarchy  
Item cut due to low SME ratings 
86 Stakeholdering is conducted throughout the organization in order to 
ensure a smooth transition during periods of change  
Item cut due to SME feedback 
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87 Leaders denied past communications around how work should be done 
when the process they shared was unsuccessful or wrong  
Item cut due to low SME ratings 
88 The "real" meeting where decisions are made takes place outside of the 
official meetings 
 
89 An employee is left off of a meeting invite because they are not part of 
the in group in the office 
 
90 Employees use instant messaging and/or text messaging to have side 
conversations about the topic being discussed in business meetings 
 
91 The quality of projects/tasks assigned to employees is based on their 
connections to powerful others  
 
92 Applicants are interviewed despite lack of qualification if they have a 
close tie to someone in power within the company 
 
93 A group of employees sabotages a high performing employee to ensure 
performance standards are not set too high 
 
94 A leader withholds results of a project if those results will portray 
him/her or the team in a negative light 
 
95 Leaders direct their team to withhold information and resources from 
other departments in order to appear more successful  
 
96 Employees make themselves look good by pointing out flaws or 
mistakes made by other employees 
 
97 Information is shared only with those in a leader's inner circle  
98 Individual employees become territorial of work and refuse help from 
other areas in order to highlight the importance of their own role  
 
99 An employee is promoted because they have formed relationships with 
senior leadership  
Item cut due to overlap 
100 An employee is promoted after completing personal favors for someone 
in power within the organization 
 
101 An employee who has earned a promotion is not given one as the leader 
does not want to lose a key player on their team  
Item cut due to SME feedback 
102 A deserving employee was denied a promotion because someone in 
senior leadership did not like the employee 
Edited for clarity 
103 An employee is promoted because they are liked by the leader even 
though they have not shown strong performance 
 
104 An individual is hired because they are friends with the hiring manager 
or have a connection within the company 
 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  148 
105 A leader forces an exception to the selection process in order to hire 
someone they like who is unqualified 
 
106 Leaders make deals outside the standard budgeting process to ensure 
their team has the resources they need 
 
107 Employees who are well connected are able to obtain additional 
resources to support their own development 
 
108 Project funding is directly related to how positively the project will 
impact the leader's standing in the organization 
 
109 Key projects or clients are assigned to those employees who are well 
connected to ensure they will receive the highest commissions/bonuses  
Item cut due to SME feedback 
110 Quality and location of workspace is dependent on your relationship 
with the leader 
 
111 Employees who openly disagree with leadership are removed from the 
organization 
 
112 Employees go along with a plan they do not agree with because 
disagreeing could anger senior leaders 
 
113 Employees go along with an idea presented by a coworker in order to 
secure that employee's support of their own idea 
 
114 An employee does not raise concerns about a project because to do so 
would put their leader in a negative light  
Item cut due to overlap 
115 Employee's ignore rule breaking by leaders in order to stay on the 
leader's good side 
 
116 An employee violates company policy or allows others to do so in order 
to avoid conflict  
 
117 An employee compromises unnecessarily in order to keep the peace with 
others on the team 
Item cut due to overlap 
118 Employees agree with those in power to avoid damaging conflict with 
those individuals 
 
119 An employee allows another team member to take the lead on a project 
in order to cash in on this favor at a later date 
 
120 Leaders give meaningless title changes to employees without any 
benefits of promotion in order to make those receiving the new titles feel 
important 
Item cut due to SME feedback 
121 Leaders allow employees to leave early on slow days and later ask those 
employees to stay late on days when workload is high 
Item cut due to SME feedback 
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122 Information is withheld from someone leading a project in an attempt to 
make the project fail and make that individual look unsuccessful  
 
123 An employee shares negative information about another employee to 
make that individual look less qualified 
 
124 Information is shared regarding other employee's performance in order 
to motivate other team members to higher levels of performance  
Item cut due to SME feedback 
125 When a project is not approved by the employee’s direct leader, the 
employee leverages someone with more power in the organization to 
move the project forward 
 
126 Employees make themselves look good by making other employees look 
bad 
 
127 Employees are discouraged from speaking out when they are critical of 
existing ideas or processes 
Item cut due to overlap 
128 Employees must agree with powerful others in the organization in order 
to protect their own career 
 
129 Employees do not rock the boat in order to protect their career Item cut due to overlap 
130 Employees do not speak up because it is easier to not fight the system Item cut due to overlap 
131 Employees tell others what they want to hear, even if it is not the truth Item cut due to SME feedback 
132 Employees go with what they are told instead of making up their own 
mind 
 
133 Pay and promotion decisions are rarely based solely on organizational 
policies 
Item cut due to low SME ratings 
134 Promotions have limited value because they are determined based on the 
leader’s own preferences  
 
135 Conflicts between individuals or groups are resolved based on who has 
the most power  
 
136 Employees often feel the need to "get even" in some way with another 
person or group 
Item cut due to SME feedback 
137 Employees do not receive information about what is going on at work  
138 Information about an employee is intentionally exaggerated or 
misconstrued by another employee or group 
 
139 Employees are led to believe one thing when another is clearly the truth   
140 An employee's worthwhile efforts or initiatives are intentionally 
undermined  
Item cut due to overlap 
141 Confidential or unfavorable information about an employee is 
intentionally shared in order to gain special advantage  
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142 Employees or groups who have differing points of view are punished or 
silenced by another employee or group 
 
143 Organizational decisions are made based on self-interest rather than 
what makes the most sense for the company 
 
144 Employees use interpersonal skills to influence people at work   
145 Employees ensure others are aware of their accomplishments   
146 Leaders work behind the scenes to ensure their team is taken care of  
147 Employees actively engage in politics as part of their job  
148 Employees use interpersonal connections at work to ensure things get 
done  
 
149 Employees are prepared to harm others in order to achieve their own 
organizational goals 
Item cut due to overlap 
150 Employees are prepared to harm others in order to achieve their own 
personal goals 
Item cut due to overlap 
151 Employees who are in good favor with top leaders are promoted over 
those who have earned a promotion 
Item cut due to overlap 
152 Employees who use their power are the ones who get what they want   
153 Employees often need to influence others to get the best results   
154 Political behavior leads to success for employees and work groups   
155 Employees use influence to make changes to policies which benefit on a 
few people  
 
156 Employees trade favors, pay complements, and establish strong working 
relationships in order to succeed  
Item cut due to SME feedback 
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Table 7 
Study 1 SME Round 2 Ratings 
Q# Item Percentage 
Agreement 
Factor Decision 
2 Employees form a group to go around a 
higher-ranking leader's decision 
40% N/A Cut 
3 An employee obtains informal support of 





4 An employee forms a personal relationship 




5 Pay increases are determined based on 




6 Hiring decisions are made based on who the 




7 An Individual is hired because they have a 




9 Leader withholds available materials from 
team in order to ensure the employees do 




10 An employee is given a job or task they are 
not qualified to do in order to make that 
individual look bad to others 
55% N/A Cut 
11 A leader repeatedly reminds employees of 
past failures in order to influence the 




13 A leader exaggerates a deadline to their team 
to gain personal benefit when the project is 
completed early.  
55% N/A Cut 
14 An employee threatens to leave their job for 
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obtain a pay increase from their current 
employer.  
15 Leader takes credit for work done by team in 
order to boost their own career 
55% N/A Cut 
16 Decisions are made based on what will appeal 
to the preferences of senior leadership despite 
negative business impact 
40% N/A Cut 
17 Leader invites some team members to social 
activities outside working hours but excludes 
other employees 
0% N/A Cut 
18 One team member takes credit for the work of 
a group in order to advance their own career 
40% N/A Cut 
20 The leader does not allow team members to 
communicate with higher level leadership in 





21 Leaders meet with employees who are not on 





22 Individual employees meet in advance of a 





23 Leader makes pay increase decisions based on 




24 Leaders pay family members or friends higher 




26 Employees are promoted based on 




27 Underqualified employees are promoted 
because their leader needs to appear 




28 Leaders use connections to obtain resources 
for their group outside of allotted resources  
55% N/A Cut 
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30 In times of conflict employees determine who 





31 Conflict is resolved based on the opinion of 




32 Employees at lower levels avoid conflict with 
those high in power as it may be detrimental 




33 Leaders or teams execute programs they 





34 Employees agree with an idea they know is 
not in the best interest of the company 
because it is less detrimental to their careers 




35 Employees accept projects they believe are 
unnecessary because appearing busy is more 
important than adding value 
55% N/A Cut 
36 Employees state they do not need a 
tool/program they had previously requested 
because someone in power indicated they 
believed it was not needed 
40% N/A Cut 
37 Leaders present elevated results to ensure 





38 Leader isolates team members to extract 




39 Leader does not push back against their peers 




40 Employees do not push back against powerful 
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41 Employee will make other employees feel 
important in order to align those employees to 
their desired outcome  
55% N/A Cut 
42 Employee will engage in inappropriate 
conversations with other employees during 
working hours to build relationships and 





43 Employees selectively build networks with 





44 Employees treat those who can benefit them 





45 Leaders use their status to avoid completing 




46 Employees remind others of past favors in 
order to gain alignment on a current project 
55% N/A Cut 
48 Employee elevates the importance of their 
work as part of a team project in order to 




49 Employees do not share information or train 
other employees in order to continue being 




50 Employee shares information about a 
confidential project in order to gain favor with 




51 Leader presents only the data which puts their 





52 Employee discredits the qualifications of 
another employee in order to make 
themselves look good 
55% N/A Cut 
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53 Employee references support of powerful 




54 Employee ensures they are seen with top level 
leaders at company events in order to 




55 Leaders present only the information that will 
motivate their team in an effort to get 




56 Leader builds relationships with those in 
power to ensure their team receives necessary 




59 Bad behavior of senior leaders is not 
addressed even when it leads to negative 
consequences for their team 
55% N/A Cut 
60 Despite exceptional performance and 
employee is given a low pay increase as the 





62 An employee shares information with other 




63 An employee is unable to be promoted 





64 An employee withholds necessary 
information about procedures from fellow 
employees in order to ensure their own status 




65 Employees allocate their time to those 
projects which will give them the most 




66 An employee uses gossip to portray another 
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67 An employee progresses with a project in a 
direction they know is not best simply 





68 Employees who speak out when they perceive 





69 Employees continue working on a failing 
project only because a high-powered leader 
sponsored the project 
55% N/A Cut 
72 New initiatives are not executed because 
senior leaders prefer the status quo and 




73 An employee reminds a coworker of past 





74 A leader shares information with employees 
and other leaders to gauge their reaction 




75 An employee hoards information in order to 




76 An employee informs others of the support 
they have obtained from senior leaders in 




78 An employee takes credit for the work of 
another employee or group of employees in 





79 Employees keep their heads down and avoid 
drawing attention to themselves in order to 
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80 Leaders question employees to gain 





81 An employee receives exceptions to 
organization policies due to a personal 




82 Employees will only provide feedback via 
anonymous outlets as they do not feel safe 




83 Employees avoid necessary conflict in order 




84 An employee files false complaints about 
another employee who they do not like in 
order to bring about negative consequences 
for that person 
40% N/A Cut 
88 The "real" meeting where decisions are made 




89 An employee is left off of a meeting invite 
because they are not part of the in group in 
the office 
0% N/A Cut 
90 Employees use instant messaging and/or text 
messaging to have side conversations about 




91 The quality of projects/tasks assigned to 
employees is based on their connections to 




92 Applicants are interviewed despite lack of 
qualification if they have a close tie to 




93 A group of employees sabotages a high 
performing employee to ensure performance 
standards are not set too high 
40% N/A Cut 
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94 A leader withholds results of a project if those 





95 Leaders direct their team to withhold 
information and resources from other 





96 Employees make themselves look good by 
pointing out flaws or mistakes made by other 
employees 
55% N/A Cut 
97 Information is shared only with those in a 




98 Individual employees become territorial of 
work and refuse help from other areas in 
order to highlight the importance of their own 
role  
55% N/A Cut 
100 An employee is promoted after completing 





102 A deserving employee was denied a 
promotion because someone in senior 




103 An employee is promoted because they are 
liked by the leader even though they have not 




104 An individual is hired because they are 
friends with the hiring manager or have a 




105 A leader forces an exception to the selection 
process in order to hire someone they like 
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106 Leaders make deals outside the standard 
budgeting process to ensure their team has the 




107 Employees who are well connected are able to 





108 Project funding is directly related to how 
positively the project will impact the leader's 




110 Quality and location of workspace is 





111 Employees who openly disagree with 




112 Employees go along with a plan they do not 





113 Employees go along with an idea presented 
by a coworker in order to secure that 




115 Employee's ignore rule breaking by leaders in 
order to stay on the leader's good side 
55% N/A Cut 
116 An employee violates company policy or 





118 Employees agree with those in power to avoid 




119 An employee allows another team member to 
take the lead on a project in order to cash in 
on this favor at a later date 
55% N/A Cut 
122 Information is withheld from someone 
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project fail and make that individual look 
unsuccessful  
123 An employee shares negative information 
about another employee to make that 




125 When a project is not approved by the 
employee’s direct leader, the employee 
leverages someone with more power in the 




126 Employees make themselves look good by 
making other employees look bad 
60% Other Cut 
128 Employees must agree with powerful others 





132 Employees go with what they are told instead 
of making up their own mind 
55% N/A Cut 
134 Promotions have limited value because they 





135 Conflicts between individuals or groups are 




137 Employees do not receive information about 




138 Information about an employee is 
intentionally exaggerated or misconstrued by 




139 Employees are led to believe one thing when 




141 Confidential or unfavorable information about 
an employee is intentionally shared in order to 
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142 Employees or groups who have differing 
points of view are punished or silenced by 




143 Organizational decisions are made based on 
self-interest rather than what makes the most 




144 Employees use interpersonal skills to 









146 Leaders work behind the scenes to ensure 




147 Employees actively engage in politics as part 
of their job 
60% Other Cut 
148 Employees use interpersonal connections at 




152 Employees who use their power are the ones 
who get what they want  
60% Other Cut 
153 Employees often need to influence others to 
get the best results  
40% N/A Cut 
154 Political behavior leads to success for 
employees and work groups  
60% Other Cut 
155 Employees use influence to make changes to 




*Item retained after further review 
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Table 8 












Q_3 Pay increases are determined based on 
whether an individual is liked 
0.83     
Q_4 Hiring decisions are made based on who the 
leader would like to work with 
0.64     
Q_5 An Individual is hired because they have a 
personal connection to the hiring manager 
0.69     
Q_10 Leaders pay family members or friends 
higher starting salaries than other new employees 
0.76     
Q_11 Employees are promoted based on 
relationships rather than merit or experience 
0.80     
Q_24 Leaders use their status to avoid completing 
tasks they do not enjoy 
0.63     
Q_18 Employees agree with an idea they know is 
not in the best interest of the company because it 
is less detrimental to their careers than disagreeing 
with those in power 
 0.78    
Q_39 Employees who speak out when they 
perceive something is wrong are labeled as 
"trouble makers" 
 0.75    
Q_63 Employees go along with a plan they do not 
agree with because disagreeing could anger senior 
leaders 
 0.70    
Q_66 Employees agree with those in power to 
avoid damaging conflict with those individuals 
 0.76    
Q_71 Conflicts between individuals or groups are 
resolved based on who has the most power 
 0.71    












Q_75 Employees or groups who have differing 
points of view are punished or silenced by another 
employee or group 
 0.71    
Q_19 Leader isolates team members to extract 
information about other team members 
  0.77   
Q_25 Employees do not share information or train 
other employees in order to continue being the 
sole expert in their area 
  0.84   
Q_26 Employee shares information about a 
confidential project in order to gain favor with 
other employees 
  0.76   
Q_42 An employee hoards information in order to 
appear more critical to the organization 
  0.80   
Q_50 A leader withholds results of a project if 
those results will portray him/her or the team in a 
negative light 
  0.79   
Q_68 An employee shares negative information 
about another employee to make that individual 
look less qualified 
  0.82   
Q_1 An employee obtains informal support of 
other employees to accumulate power within the 
organization 
   0.79  
Q_29 Employee ensures they are seen with top 
level leaders at company events in order to 
establish their own status 
   0.78  
Q_34 An employee is unable to be promoted 
because they have not built necessary 
relationships 
   0.76  












Q_43 An employee informs others of the support 
they have obtained from senior leaders in order to 
gain alignment from the group 
   0.75  
Q_45 An employee receives exceptions to 
organizational policies due to a personal 
relationship with someone in power 
   0.73  
Q_49 The quality of projects/tasks assigned to 
employees is based on their connections to 
powerful others 
   0.77  
Q_8 Individual employees meet in advance of a 
decision-making meeting to influence "votes" of 
attendees 
    0.67 
Q_47 The "real" meeting where decisions are 
made takes place outside of the official meetings 
    0.66 
Q_76 Organizational decisions are made based on 
self-interest rather than what makes the most 
sense for the company 
    0.78 
Q_80 Employees use influence to make changes 
to policies which benefit only a few people 
    0.77 
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Table 9 
Study 2 Core Data Model Fit Indices 
Core Sample 2 df RMSEA CFI NNFI 
Single Factor 691.29** 324 .07 .92 .91 
Correlated Five Factor 603.30** 314 .06 .94 .93 
Higher Order Factor 617.23** 319 .06 .93 .93 
** p < .001 level. 
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Table 10 
Study 2 Hold-Out Data Model Fit Indices  
Hold Out Sample 2 df RMSEA CFI NNFI 
Single Factor 660.16** 324 .07 .91 .90 
Correlated Five Factor 611.44** 314 .07 .92 .91 
Higher Order Factor 618.47** 319 .06 .92 .91 
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Table 11 
Study 3 Model Fit Indices 
Study 3 - Final 2 df RMSEA CFI NNFI 
Single Factor 958.99** 299 .07 .91 .91 
Correlated Five Factor 775.84** 289 .06 .94 .93 
Higher Order Factor 788.88** 294 .06 .94 .93 
** p < .001 level. 
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Table 12 













Q_1 Pay increases are determined based on 
whether an individual is liked 
X     
Q_2 Hiring decisions are made based on who 
the leader would like to work with 
X     
Q_3 An Individual is hired because they have 
a personal connection to the hiring manager 
X     
Q_4 Leaders pay family members or friends 
higher starting salaries than other new 
employees 
X     
Q_5 Employees are promoted based on 
relationships rather than merit or experience 
X     
Q_6 Leaders use their status to avoid 
completing tasks they do not enjoy 
X     
Q_7 Individual employees meet in advance of 
a decision-making meeting to influence 
"votes" of attendees 
    X 
Q_8 The "real" meeting where decisions are 
made takes place outside of the official 
meetings 
    X 
Q_9 Organizational decisions are made based 
on self-interest rather than what makes the 
most sense for the company 
    X 
Q_10 Leader isolates team members to extract 
information about other team members 
  X   













Q_11 Employees do not share information or 
train other employees in order to continue 
being the sole expert in their area 
  X   
Q_12 Employee shares information about a 
confidential project in order to gain favor with 
other employees 
  X   
Q_13 An employee hoards information in 
order to appear more critical to the 
organization 
  X   
Q_14 A leader withholds results of a project if 
those results will portray him/her or the team 
in a negative light 
  X   
Q_15 An employee shares negative 
information about another employee to make 
that individual look less qualified 
  X   
Q_16 An employee obtains informal support 
of other employees to accumulate power 
within the organization 
   X  
Q_17 Employee ensures they are seen with top 
level leaders at company events in order to 
establish their own status 
   X  
Q_18 An employee is unable to be promoted 
because they have not built necessary 
relationships 
   X  
Q_19 An employee informs others of the 
support they have obtained from senior leaders 
in order to gain alignment from the group 
   X  
Q_21 The quality of projects/tasks assigned to 
employees is based on their connections to 
powerful others 
   X  













Q_22 Employees agree with an idea they know 
is not in the best interest of the company 
because it is less detrimental to their careers 
than disagreeing with those in power 
 X    
Q_23 Employees who speak out when they 
perceive something is wrong are labeled as 
"trouble makers" 
 X    
Q_24 Employees go along with a plan they do 
not agree with because disagreeing could anger 
senior leaders 
 X    
Q_25 Employees agree with those in power to 
avoid damaging conflict with those individuals 
 X    
Q_26 Conflicts between individuals or groups 
are resolved based on who has the most power 
 X    
Q_27 Employees or groups who have differing 
points of view are punished or silenced by 
another employee or group 
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Table 13 
Study 3 Correlations. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. Administrative Decisions 1               
2. Decision Making .73** 1              
3. Information Control .77** .78** 1             
4. Lev. Powerful Others .80** .77** .81** 1            
5. Power Inequalities .80** .74** .76** .79** 1           
6. Overall Political Behavior .91** .89** .91** .92** .90** 1          
7. Job in Gen. Satisfaction -.42** -.34** -.38** -.32** -.44** -.42** 1         
8. Pay Satisfaction -.24** -.19** -.18** -.18** -.29** -.24** .50** 1        
9. Promotion Satisfaction -.26** -.18** -.18** -.14** -.29** -.23** .53** .51** 1       
10. Supervisor Satisfaction -.49** -.42** -.47** -.38** -.49** -.49** .72** .44** .48** 1      
11. Procedural Justice -.44** -.38** -.36** -.34** -.45** -.44** .63** .41** .47** .70** 1     
12. Distributive Justice -.36** -.29** -.33** -.32** -.38** -.37** .61** .48** .43** .60** .73** 1    
13. Interpersonal Justice -.43** -.36** -.45** -.35** -.40** -.44** .59** .31** .31** .79** .60** .53** 1   
14. Informational Justice -.44** -.36** -.37** -.33** -.42** -.43** .59** .33** .39** .80** .71** .60** .74** 1  
15. Overall Justice -.49** -.40** -.43** -.39** -.48** -.49** .70** .45** .47** .83** .91** .82** .82** .88** 1 
16. Affective Commitment -.30** -.21** -.22** -.24** -.34** -.29** .67** .40** .50** .50** .54** .51** .39** .45** .55** 
17. Continuance Commitment .16** .13** .15** .14** .22** -.18** -.03 -.11* -.12** -.08 -.03 -.07 -.07 -.08 -.07 
18. Normative Commitment -.23** -.19** -.18** -.21** -.26** -.24** .58** .36** .48** .48** .49** .44** .36** .41** .50** 
19. Overall Commitment -.19** -.19** -.13** -.26** -.20** -.18** .57** .31** .41** .43** .46** .41** .32** .37** .46** 
20. Safety -.39** -.40** -.40** -.34** -.37** -.42** .54** .34** .31** .57** 47** 44** .51** .53** .56** 
21. Creativity -.04 -.10* -.14** -.06 -.02 -.08 .23** .07 .06 .17** .15** .20** .22** .17** .21** 
22. Spirituality / Religiousness .01 .10* .06 .06 .02 .05 .16** .08 .11** .14** .11* .16** .43** .16** .14** 
23. Perc. of Org. Politics .62** .53** .57** .54** .66** .65** -.59** -.35** -.45** -.65** -.62** -.51** -.54** -.54** -.65** 
24. Ingratiation -.05 -.01 .00 .05 .00 -.00 .24** .16** .18** .30** .31** .25** .30** .33** .35** 
25. Exchange .37** .387** .45** .40** .33** .43** -.15** -.02 -.01 -.15** -.10* -.11* -.18** -.06 -.13** 
26. Assertiveness .47** .51** .58** .50** .46** .56** -.34** -.09 -.10* -.39** -.31** -.28** -.42** -.28** -.37** 
27. Coalitions .17** .23** .27** .30** .18** .25** .06 .11* .17** .05 .12* .05 .02 -.10* .09* 
28. Upward Appeal .20** .26** .29** .29** .24** .28** .02 .03 .07 -.02 .05 .01 -.02 .05 .03 
29. Rational Persuasion  -.20** -.19** -.15** -.13** -.17** -.19** .37** .23** .27** .39** .43** .35** .36** .41** .46** 
30. Overall Influence .23** .29** .35** .34** .25** .32** .05 .11* .14** .05 .13** .07 .02 .14** .11* 
* p < .05 level. ** p < .01 level. 
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 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
1. Administrative Decisions                
2. Decision Making                
3. Information Control                
4. Lev. Powerful Others                
5. Power Inequalities                
6. Overall Political Behavior                
7. Job in Gen. Satisfaction                
8. Pay Satisfaction                
9. Promotion Satisfaction                
10. Supervisor Satisfaction                
11. Procedural Justice                
12. Distributive Justice                
13. Interpersonal Justice                
14. Informational Justice                
15. Overall Justice                
16. Affective Commitment 1               
17. Continuance Commitment .07 1              
18. Normative Commitment .81** .27** 1             
19. Overall Commitment .86** .51** .93** 1            
20. Safety .36** -.07 .32** .29** 1           
21. Creativity .10* .00 .05 .07 .24** 1          
22. Spirituality / Religiousness .20** .00 .17** .17** .11* .03 1         
23. Perc. of Org. Politics -.54** .1** -.44** -.39** -.45** -.19** -.06 1        
24. Ingratiation .19** .12** .23** .23** .21** .14** .10* -.13** 1       
25. Exchange -.01 .07 .05 .04 -.16** -.14** .04 .27** .25 1      
26. Assertiveness -.17** .09* -.12* -.10* -.33** -.21** .01 .47** -.01 .55** 1     
27. Coalitions .14** .13** .16** .18** .01 .06 .12** .05 .50** .48** .32** 1    
28. Upward Appeal .04 .19** .07 .12** .02 .02 .15** .11* .46** .43** .38** .61** 1   
29. Rational Persuasion  .33** .05 .29** .30** .30** .21** .11* -.36** .61** .14** -.10* .43** .34** 1  
30. Overall Influence .13** .16** .17** .19** .02 .02 .13** .10* .69** .69** .52** .81** .78** .60** 1 
* p < .05 level. ** p < .01 level. 
 
 















Figure 1.  Hypothesized Factor Structure of Organizational Politics 
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Figure 2.  Study 2 Correlated Five Factor Model 
Note: Data represented in parentheses represent the model output obtained from the 
Holdout Sample 
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Figure 3.  Study 2 Higher Order Factor Model 
Note: Data represented in parentheses represent the model output obtained from the 
Holdout Sample 
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Figure 4.  Hypothesized Nomological Network 
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Figure 5.  Study 3 Higher Order Factor Model 
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Figure 6.  Study 3 Higher Order Factor Model 
























Figure 7.  Study 3 Nomological Network 
Note: Small (r > 0.1), Medium (r > 0.3) and Large (r > 0.5) 
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Appendix A 
Focus Group Facilitation Script 
Introduction: “Hello and thank you for participating in today’s focus group.  The purpose of this 
group is to collect examples from your work experience which may be used in the construction 
of a new measure of organizational politics.  Your participation today will contribute to a better 
understanding of the topic being discussed.” 
“You are encouraged to share your perspective.  We will be able to collect the most useful 
information if everyone shares their ideas. Please do not disclose any identifiers in your 
responses, or information related to things you or other coworkers might have done which might 
be considered illegal or in violation of company policies.  IF you are explaining a situation you 
have observed please use general terms (e.g., a coworker, the company, a supervisor), rather than 
specific names (e.g. Bob Valdez, Technicorp, Jane Stone).”   
“Please be aware that your responses will be strictly confidential.  While we will be recording 
your responses, no personal identifiers will be attached to them and they will be treated with the 
utmost confidentiality.” 
“Please take a moment to read and sign the informed consent I have provided if you agree to 
participate in this group.  Your participation is completely voluntary and you may choose to 
withdraw from the study at any time.” 
**Collect all informed consent forms before proceeding 
Questions: “At this time I will start recording and we will proceed with our conversation. Please 
do not explain anything that you have personally done, but instead describe situations that you 
have observed when other people have engaged in each of the behaviors I ask about.” 
1.) Please provide an example of a situation where you have observed other people engaging 
in organizational politics. 
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2.) Administrative Decisions 
a. Provide an example of a time when a pay decision was made by others that was 
influenced by organizational politics. 
b. Provide an example of a time when a promotion decision made by another person 
was influenced by organizational politics. 
c. Provide an example of a time when a hiring decision made by another person was 
influenced by organizational politics. 
d. Provide an example of a time when resources were distributed or withheld by 
someone in a manner that did not follow organizational policies or in an attempt 
to manipulate others. 
3.) Managing Conflict 
a. How is conflict managed in your organization? 
b. How is conflict managed differently by those high in power versus those low in 
power? 
c. Provide an example of a time when you observed someone at work going along 
with an idea or plan they did not agree with because it was easier or less 
detrimental to their social standing than “rocking the boat”. 
d. Provide an example of an individual avoiding conflict or compromising 
unnecessarily in order to gain some personal advantage. 
e. Provide an example of someone giving up something in exchange for something 
else (now or in the future) in the workplace. 
4.) Decision Making 
a. Provide an example of a decision made at an organization that was influenced by 
organizational politics. 
i. Provide an example of someone making others feel important or acting in 
a friendly manner to influence others at work. 
ii. Provide an example where an individual used an exchange or reminder of 
past favors to influence outcomes work.  
5.) Information Control 
a. Provide an example of a time when information was shared or withheld in an 
attempt to influence other individuals at work. 
i. Provide an example of a time when somebody lied or distorted facts to 
influence others at work. 
6.) Leveraging Powerful Others 
a. Provide an example of a time when an individual leveraged someone in power or 
leveraged a group of individuals in order to move their agenda forward at work. 
i. Provide an example of a time when an individual obtained informal 
support from leaders at work in order to influence outcomes. 
ii. Provide an example of a time when an individual obtained the support of a 
group of individuals to influence organizational outcomes.  
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b. Provide an example of a time when a leader blocked an initiative or kept someone 
from advancing their initiative simply because it was in his/her best interest. 
End of Focus Group and Instructions for Demographic Variables: “This concludes the focus 
group portion of this meeting and I will now end the recording.  Thank you for your 
participation.  The examples you have provided will be valuable to the continuation of this 
project.  At this time we ask that you utilize one of the desktop computers to complete a quick 
demographic questionnaire.  When you are finished with the questionnaire please see me for 
your participation receipt. Thank you.” 
  









What is your Race/Ethnicity? 
a. American Indian or Alaska Native 
b. Asian 
c. Black or African American 
d. Hispanic/Latino 
e. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
f. White/Caucasian  
g. Multiracial 
h. Other 






How many credit hours are you taking this semester? __________________ 
 
What is your current major (field of study)? _____________________  
 
In what year were you born? _____ 
 
What is your religious affiliation?  
a. Atheist 
b. Agnostic 
c. Christian – Catholic 




h. Other  
 




If no, when were you last employed? ___________ 
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Approximately how many hours per week do you work (on average)? _____ 
 
How many years have you worked for your present employer / company? _____ 
 
What is your current job title (e.g., waiter / waitress)? _____ 
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Appendix C 
Organizational Politics Behaviors 
 
Please respond to the following items indicating how frequently each behavior occurs at your 
place of employment.  Please respond using the scale 1 = Never   to   5 = Always 
 
1. Pay increases are determined based on whether an individual is liked 
2. Hiring decisions are made based on who the leader would like to work with 
3. An Individual is hired because they have a personal connection to the hiring manager 
4. Leaders pay family members or friends higher starting salaries than other new employees 
5. Employees are promoted based on relationships rather than merit or experience 
6. Leaders use their status to avoid completing tasks they do not enjoy 
7. Individual employees meet in advance of a decision making meeting to influence "votes" 
of attendees 
8. The "real" meeting where decisions are made takes place outside of the official meetings 
9. Organizational decisions are made based on self-interest rather than what makes the most 
sense for the company 
10. Leader isolates team members to extract information about other team members 
11. Employees do not share information or train other employees in order to continue being 
the sole expert in their area 
12. Employee shares information about a confidential project in order to gain favor with 
other employees 
13. An employee hoards information in order to appear more critical to the organization 
14. A leader withholds results of a project if those results will portray him/her or the team in 
a negative light 
15. An employee shares negative information about another employee to make that 
individual look less qualified 
16. An employee obtains informal support of other employees to accumulate power within 
the organization 
17. Employee ensures they are seen with top level leaders at company events in order to 
establish their own status 
18. An employee is unable to be promoted because they have not built necessary 
relationships 
19. An employee informs others of the support they have obtained from senior leaders in 
order to gain alignment from the group 
20. An employee receives exceptions to organizational policies due to a personal relationship 
with someone in power 
21. The quality of projects/tasks assigned to employees is based on their connections to 
powerful others 
22. Employees agree with an idea they know is not in the best interest of the company 
because it is less detrimental to their careers than disagreeing with those in power 
23. Employees who speak out when they perceive something is wrong are labeled as "trouble 
makers" 
24. Employees go along with a plan they do not agree with because disagreeing could anger 
senior leaders 
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25. Employees agree with those in power to avoid damaging conflict with those individuals 
26. Conflicts between individuals or groups are resolved based on who has the most power 
27. Employees or groups who have differing points of view are punished or silenced by 
another employee or group 
28. A leader shares information with employees and other leaders to gauge their reaction 
before making a decision 
 
Job Satisfaction: Job Descriptive Index 
Job in General 
 
Instructions: 
Think of your job in general. All in all, what is it like most of the time?  In the blank beside each 
word or phrase below, please rate as appropriate. 
 













__ Worse than most 
__ Acceptable 
__ Superior 
__ Better than most 
__ Disagreeable 










Think of the pay you get now. How well does each of the following words or phrases describe 
your present pay? In the blank beside each word or phrase below, please rate as appropriate. 
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5 - To a large extent 
 
__ Income adequate for normal expenses 
__ Fair 
__ Barely live on income 
__ Bad 
__ Comfortable 
__ Less than I deserve 
__ Well paid 
__ Enough to live on 
__ Underpaid 
 
Opportunities for Promotion 
 
Instructions: 
Think of the opportunities for promotion that you have now. How well does each of the 
following words or phrases describe these? In the blank beside each word or phrase below, 
please rate as appropriate. 
 




5 - To a large extent 
 
__ Good opportunities for promotion 
__ Opportunities somewhat limited 
__ Promotion on ability 
__ Dead-end job 
__ Good chance for promotion 
__ Very limited 
__ Infrequent promotions 
__ Regular promotions 





Think of the kind of supervision that you get on your job. How well does each of the following 
words or phrases describe this?  In the blank beside each word or phrase below, please rate as 
appropriate. 
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5 - To a large extent 
 
__ Supportive 
__ Hard to please 
__ Impolite 





__ Has favorites 
__ Tells me where I stand 
__ Annoying 
__ Stubborn 
__ Knows job well 
__ Bad 
__ Intelligent 
__ Poor planner 
__ Around when needed 
__ Lazy 
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Justice 
 
All items use a 5-point scale with anchors of 1 = to a small extent and 5 = to a large extent. 
 
For the following items, please consider a project(s) you have completed at work. 
 
Procedural justice 
The following items refer to the procedures used at your workplace. To what extent: 
1. Have you been able to express your views and feelings during those procedures? 
2. Have you had influence over the outcome arrived at by those procedures? 
3. Have those procedures been applied consistently? 
4. Have those procedures been free of bias? 
5. Have those procedures been based on accurate information? 
6. Have you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by those procedures? 
7. Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards? 
 
Distributive justice 
The following items refer to your outcome. To what extent: 
1. Does your outcome reflect the effort you have put into your work? 
2. Is your outcome appropriate for the work you have completed? 
3. Does your outcome reflect what you have contributed to the organization? 
4. Is your outcome justified, given your performance? 
 
Interpersonal justice 
The following items refer to your supervisor for the project you are considering. To what extent: 
1. Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner? 
2. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity? 
3. Has (he/she) treated you with respect? 
4. Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or comments? 
 
Informational justice 
The following items refer to your supervisor for the project you are considering. To what extent: 
1. Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) communications with you? 
2. Has (he/she) explained the procedures thoroughly? 
3. Were (his/her) explanations regarding the procedures reasonable? 
4. Has (he/she) communicated details in a timely manner? 
5. Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) communications to individuals' specific needs? 
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR SCALE  190 
Commitment 
Instructions: 




1 – Strongly Agree 
2 
3 - Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 
5 – Strongly Disagree  
 
1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization 
2. It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to 
3. I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer 
4. I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own 
5. Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my organization 
now 
6. Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my organization 
now 
7. I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization  
8. Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire  
9. I would feel guilty if I left my organization now 
10. I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization  
11. I believe that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization  
12. This organization deserves my loyalty 
13. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me 
14. One of the few negative consequences of leaving this organization would be the scarcity 
of available alternatives  
15. I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of obligation to the 
people in it 
16. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization  
17. If I had not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might consider 
working elsewhere 
18. I owe a great deal to my organization 
 
Scoring: 
Affective =1, 4, 7R, 10R, 13, 16R 
Continuance = 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17 
Normative = 3R, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18 
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Organizational Safety Climate 
This section lists a series of statements.  Please choose the alternative that best represents your 
agreement with how well each statement describes your workplace. 
Rating Scale: 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 
3 – Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 
5 – Strongly Disagree  
 
Safety as a Priority 
Management clearly considers the safety of employees most important here. 
Management here does not cut corners where safety is concerned. 
The equipment used here is good and well taken care of. 
Management here does all it can to prevent accidents. 
 
Perceived Safety Level 
I am often worried about being injured on the job. (R) 
In my opinion, my work environment has or will have a serious effect on my health. (R) 
How do you feel about your overall work environment? (1, very hazardous, to 5, very safe). 
Creativity 
This section lists a series of statements.  Please choose the alternative that best represents your 
agreement with how well each statement describes you. 
Rating Scale: 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 
3 – Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 
5 – Strongly Disagree  
 
Have a vivid imagination. 
Come up with something new. 
Carry the conversation to a higher level. 
Am full of ideas. 
Love to think up new ways of doing things. 
Have excellent ideas. 
Do not have a good imagination. (R) 
Have difficulty imagining things. (R) 
Have trouble guessing how others will react. (R) 
Seldom experience sudden intuitive insights. (R) 
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Spirituality/Religiousness 
This section lists a series of statements.  Please choose the alternative that best represents your 
agreement with how well each statement describes you. 
Rating Scale: 
1 – Strongly Agree 
2 
3 – Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 
5 – Strongly Disagree  
 
Believe in a universal power or God 
Am a spiritual person 
Keep my faith even during hard times 
Have spent at least 30 minutes in the last 24 hours in prayer or meditation 
Am who I am because of my faith 
Believe that each person has a purpose in life 
Know that my beliefs make my life important 
Do not practice any religion (R) 




1 – Strongly Agree 
2 
3 – Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 
5 – Strongly Disagree  
 
1. People in this organization attempt to build themselves up by tearing others down 
2. There has always been an influential group in this department that no one ever crosses 
3. Employees are encouraged to speak out frankly even when they are critically of well-
established ideas 
4. There is no place for yes-man around here; good ideas are desired even if it means 
disagreeing with superiors. 
5. Agreeing with powerful other is the best alternative in this organization. 
6. It is best not to rock the boat in this organization. 
7. Sometimes it is easier to remain quiet than to fight the system. 
8. Telling other what they want to hear is sometimes better than telling the truth. 
9. It is safer to think what you are told than to make up your own mind. 
10. Since I have worked in the department, I have never seen the pay and promotion policies 
applied politically. 
11. I can’t remember when a person received a pay increase or promotion that was 
inconsistent with the published policies. 
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12. None of the raises I have received are consistent with the policies on how raises should 
be determined. 
13. The stated pay and promotion policies have nothing to do with how pay raises and 
promotions are determined. 
14. When it comes to pay raises and promotion decision, policies are irrelevant. 





Below are questions that ask about how the work in your department is performed. Please answer 
them in terms of how often you have observed these behaviors being used at work. Using the 
scale below, please indicate the extent to which people you work with engage in the behaviors 
listed in each question by circling a number in the right-hand column. If an item does not seem to 
apply to the workers in your department, please code this as " 1, never used".    
 
Never                  Rarely              Sometimes           Frequently           Very Often 
1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4--------------------5 
 
1. Acted very humbly while making a request 
2. Offered an exchange (e.g. if you do this for me, I'l1 do something for you) 
3. Had a showdown confronting someone face to face 
4. Mobilized other people in the department to help influence someone else 
5. Made a formal appeal to higher levels to back up a request 
6. Carefully explained the reason for the request 
7. Made the target of the request feel good before making the request 
8. Offered to make a personal sacrifice if the target would comply with the request (e.g. 
work late, work harder, do someone else’s work for them) 
9. Expressed their anger verbally in order to influence the target 
10. Used a forceful manner to back up a request, trying such things as setting of deadlines, 
and expression of strong emotions 
11. Relied on the chain of command—on people higher in the department who have power 
over the other person 
12. Obtained the support of subordinates to back up request 
13. Presented the target of the request with information which supported their view 
14. Acted in a friendly manner prior to asking for what was desired 
15. Used logic to convince the other person in the department 
16. Obtained the informal support of higher ups 
17. Reminded him or her of past favors that had been done for them 
18. Obtained support of coworkers to back up a request 
 
Attention Check Items 
 
1.) For this item please select Always 
2.) For this item please select Never  









What is your Race/Ethnicity? 
a. American Indian or Alaska Native 
b. Asian 
c. Black or African American 
d. Hispanic/Latino 
e. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
f. White/Caucasian  
g. Multiracial 
h. Other 






How many credit hours are you taking this semester? __________________ 
 
What is your current major (field of study)? _____________________ 
 
About how many hours each week do you spend studying outside of class (on average)? _____ 
 
What is your cumulative college GPA? _____  
 
In what year were you born? _____ 
 
What is your religious affiliation?  
i. Atheist 
j. Agnostic 
k. Christian – Catholic 




p. Other  
 
Are you currently employed?  
c. Yes 
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d. No 
 
If no, when were you last employed? ___________ 
 





Approximately how many hours per week do you work (on average)? _____ 
 
How many years have you worked for your present employer / company? _____ 
 
What is your current job title (e.g., waiter / waitress)? _____ 
 
Please briefly describe your job duties in the space provided below ___ 
 
For what organization do you currently work? (Optional) ______ 
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Appendix D 
Subject Matter Expert Round 1 Training 
 
• Purpose of this Exercise  
o Through the initial phase of study one, 156 behavioral statements have been 
developed.  
o This phase of the study will utilize your knowledge and the knowledge of others 
to assess content validity  
o You will be asked to rate each item in three areas: 
▪ Clarity 
▪ Degree to which the statement logically relates to the definition of 
organizational politics  
▪ Degree to which the statement is relevant to a wide variety of occupations 
/ organizations 
o Additional directions are provided on the following slides  
• Clarity 
o When rating each statement on clarity, please consider the following:  
▪ Is the statement direct and easily understood?  
▪ Would the statement be difficult to understand in the context of a survey?  
o Rate: This statement is clear. 
▪ Scale – 1 (Strongly Disagree) – - - - - - - - - - - - 7 (Strongly Agree) 
• Related to Organizational Politics  
o For this study, organizational politics is defined as:  
▪ A social process occurring within an organization in which goal directed 
actions enacted by an individual, group, or collective entity with the intent 
of deriving benefit to the actor either directly, or indirectly through benefit 
to the group, are witnessed or perceived by one or more observer.  These 
actions may occur through the manipulation or disregard of 
organizational policies.  
o Please reference this definition as you rate each statement 
o Rate: This statement logically relates to the definition of organizational politics. 
▪ Scale – 1 (Strongly Disagree) – - - - - - - - - - - - 7 (Strongly Agree) 
• Relevant Across Organizations / Occupations 
o When rating each statement on relevancy, please consider the following: 
▪ Does this statement apply across a variety of organizations? 
▪ Does this statement apply across a variety of occupations? 
▪ Is this statement relevant across a broad audience of employees? 
o Rate: This statement is relevant across a variety of organizations / occupations. 
▪ Scale – 1 (Strongly Disagree) – - - - - - - - - - - - 7 (Strongly Agree) 
• Additional Instructions 
o A comment box is included with each statement  
▪ If you have feedback around how an item might be improved please 
capture in this area 
o Please reach out if you have any questions regarding this process  
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o If you are unable to complete this task please let me know so that I might find a 
replacement SME 
o Thank you for your time and assistance 
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Appendix E 
Subject Matter Expert Training Round 2 
• Purpose of this Exercise  
o Following initial stages of this study 121 items remain in consideration 
o This phase of the study will utilize your knowledge and the knowledge of others 
to assess content validity  
o You will be asked to classify each item into one of 6 categories: 
▪ Administrative Decisions 
▪ Managing Conflict 
▪ Decision Making 
▪ Information Control 
▪ Leveraging Powerful Others 
▪ Other 
o Additional directions are provided in the following slides 
• Directions 
o Prior to completing the survey and at any point during your rating process please 
review the following definitions of each category 
o Within the survey you will be ask to select one category into which each unique 
statement best fits 
▪ It is critical that you review and understand the intended definition of each 
category when making these decisions 
o After reviewing all definitions please proceed to the survey at the below link: 
▪ https://umsl.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_a4Qr6I3KpuMF4Xj 
• Administrative Decisions  
o Administrative decisions can include but are not limited to decisions about pay, 
hiring, and resource allocation 
o While traditionally the focus has been on pay and promotion policies, here we are 
expanding the definition to include hiring decisions, how resources are allocated, 
and other administrative decisions. 
o The intent of this category is to capture all political behaviors which are related to 
administrative decisions  
• Managing Conflict  
o Behaviors associated with managing conflict are crucial to success in an 
organization, however, they can often be political in nature 
o This category is intended to encompass items that deal both with the act of 
engaging in conflict and the act of avoiding conflict for political reasons 
• Decision Making  
o Political behavior can be observed in the way in which organizational decisions 
are made 
o Political behaviors involving decision making may include whether or not certain 
individuals are included in or excluded from decision making 
o Political behaviors involving decision making may also include whether only 
relevant information is considered in the decision making process or if other 
factors influence the final outcome 
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• Information Control 
o In organizational settings, information serves as a source of power and control 
(Vrendenburgh & Maurer, 1984) 
o When and how information is shared or withheld are critical components of 
political behavior 
o Distortion of information in an attempt to influence others is also a component of 
how information is shared 
• Leveraging Powerful Others  
o A common understanding of political behavior includes the idea that individuals 
connected to powerful others can use the social connection to their benefit 
o Leveraging powerful others includes obtaining informal support of powerful 
others or groups, and making appeals to those in power for support 
o This category may also include the use of one’s own social power to promote 
their own interests 
• Other 
o This category is provided for any items you do not feel fit into one of the 
previously discussed categories.  
o Should you use this category I ask that you consider leaving a brief comment 
regarding how you might categorize the item or why you placed it in the “Other” 
category 
• Additional Instructions  
o Please reach out if you have any questions regarding this process  
o If you are unable to complete this task please let me know so that I might find a 
replacement SME 
o Thank you for your time and assistance 
